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rsy chological Climate

1

Abs trdc t

ii an exp lora tory  i n v e s t i gat i o n  of c o n cep t u a l  b ounds f o r

organizat ioi ia l  and psycholo~ icaI  c limat e , t heo re t i ca l  a s s u m p t i on s

underly ing the two constructs were r eviewed as were thei r  relat ion-

ships with various situational , positional , and individual variables.

Empirical analyses indicated that (a) five of six psychological

climate dimensions found for a sample of 4,315 U. S. Navy enlisted

men were generalizable to comparison samples of firemen (n 398)

and health care managers (n 504); (b) aggregation of psychological

climate scores to represent orgatiizational climate was most appli-

cable to homogeneous subsystems (e.g., divisions); Cc) subsystem

climates were significantly d ifferentiated by variables representing

division context , structure , and personnel composi tion, while

psy cholog ical climate appeared to be more related to individual

resources and position variables; and (d) subsystem climate , structure ,

context , and personnel composition mcasures were significant predictors

or division performance criteria .~ Results were interpreted relative

to th e theoretical properties of diimatc and prior research on

s t r u c t u r e  and con tex t .



i \ , li l / ICIII and Ur ~ ;~~i . : i t  i ’ ; il Cl 1 : i ; t ( :

1) i r .wus ions and ~~ a I I n~ li i ~OI

.\ ini tu t e r I r~ ~ c i i  t art i c i c ,  and c i v  i t’ws ha ve  at  i t s  ted to  t lie cur  r en t

o~ n I i r i i  v 01 rgZI  Il 1 1’.;I t 100111 C 1 1 C ati t i  B I ()  ri’ 1 n p o  F t o ot  , &) f t  e r ed  s e v_  r.~ 1

iI~~~ es t  LOL IS  b r  u t u r t  t h e o r y  and re c i r e l i  ( c i .  ( a m p b c l l , l ) u n n e t t t ,

I lI/ 1 r , ~ ~~ 1 / k , I u / U ;  l h i ’ l l r e i g i ’l :~ Ulocum , 1974; ,lamcs ~. Jones , 1974 ;

I , l~~~h ; ~-U iiit ider , . ‘)/ 11 I to we ~ G a v i n , ~ o te  1) . 1 l ie s t r o n g —

Li on ;~ , I S  f or  a c I or , xp I ft i t  de s t ’ r i p I i o n  01 pro~ie Ft Ii’s and

0th / l i t  I I ,  h ou n d s  i t  i r g an i  z a t  lona l ‘1 m a t . , m d i  eating relevant variables

a nd d uu•u ~. o i is  a .  u i  I I as re Ia t .ousl i  i ps of c l i m a t e  w i t h  o the r  si t uat  100111

and m i  iv i d u a l  o i l  F ihutes . Also rec nuaended were t h e comparison of multi ple

s ou r i c  s of  m e a s u r em e n t  , an in v en t  iga~ ion of the  a c c u ra cy  of i n d i v i d u a l

C I i t f l I l t e  p e r c cp t i ns , t h e  exp lo r . i t i ot i  of p e r c e p t u a l  ag reement  as a p o t en t i a l

S i t  h a t  1011111 a t t r i b u te , and an e x a m i n a t i o n  of ap p r o p r i a t e  o rg a n iz aL i o n a l

(c .g .  , w or k g r o u p ,  subsy sLea , o r g a n i z a t i o n )  f or  t he  a g g r e g a t i o n  (‘t

c l i m a t e  p or e  Pt  1005. F i n a f l v , it  ~~; i .  ;u egest ed  t h a t  cI. imat e  r e s e a r c h

1 n e or p o r a t  e l ong i t 0(1 m i i i  as we I as r o s s— sect iona  I designs , t h a t  t i e

I oCUS a t  I ) erc eptu : I l m easu remen t  be d u s c r i p t i  ye , and t h a t  c l i m a t e  i n v e s t i —

got io ns i n c l u d e  task as wel l  as p e r son  and socia l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .

T i m e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y addressed a subse t  of t I i c ~~e r ecommenda t ions , w i t h

m i t  i a l  emp h a s i s  on a r t i c u l a t i ng  cont ej i t u a l  bounds  of c l i m a t e .  A major

c o m p o nen t  of this a r t i c u l a t i o n  was t I ;c  sugges ted  d i f fe r e n t i a t i o n  be tween

or ~~m n i z a t i o n a l  c l i m a t e  as a s i t m m a t  i omia l  a t t r i b u t e  and p sv c h ol o g i c . d

I
c l i n , i L e  as an m di v dual attribute (lames & Jones , 1974)  . The a r t  i ru 1~~—

t ion o f  co in  op t  n a l  hounds  f o rm e d  t he basis for arm emp i ica l  exp l o r a t i o n  01

- 
_ i~1~~



l’~~,’ehmt I og t i i  ~~i i r~. m t
1 . 4
S,. ‘si’ —

I ~. ‘. l S  I i  1,~ ed i t  IR t o l l S  t r u e  I v~ I I ~ u ’  1 , i i i~.i b ’Y t ’ h l o —

I ~. l e a  1 c 1 i nmo i i ’ • l i i i ’ h o d  i ug . t o )  t i m e  t den t  i i  I e at  I OIl  01 ii i n ~ ii i s  ioll1 ; und o  c i v  in g

p s t  h o  l o g i c a l  e 1 i l n a t  e , an / 1 5 5 1./S l f l l e I l t  o f  d L f l U f l S l O f l  gene  r al i zab  ii i t y ac ross

o r g a n i z a t i o n s , and an eva lua t iou of th e  degree to  w h i c h  a g g r e g a te d  m d  I—

v idua l  pe rcep t  iOns m e a n i n g f u l l y r ep r scn t ed  the  climate for  d i f f e r e n t

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  lev e ls; ( h )  an c x a m i n m t  i o n  a t  relationshi ps of s~~l~~c ied

S i t U l l i i O n L h l  a nd individual attr ihute wit h urgan izit j o i i a l  and psYchic—

I og i  ca l  c l i m a t e ;  and ( c )  an asso s sineu i t  of t i m e  r e l a t i o n s h ip of o r g a n i z a—

I io i i a l  c i  i nc it e  and o t h e r  s i t u a ti on  m e asu re s  w i t h  s u b sy s t e m  c r i t e r i a .

The  r e v i e w  of concep tua l  bounds  was based on a sy n t h e s i s  of e a r l i e r

reviews amid research , w i t h  spec i f i c  stud ies  used to i l l u s t r a t e  more general

p o i n t s .  Sugges ted  d e f i n i t i o n s  fo r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and psycholog ica l

c i  i n m a t e  f o l  low t h e  r e v i e w  and si t i i i ’ S t a g e  f o r  d i s c u s s i ng  t h e  c o r r e l a t e s

o f  t i i ~ tw o c o n s t r u ct s  ~ind the r ole o o r g m i  z a t io n z i l  c l i m a t e  in p r e d i c t i o n

m o d e l s .  F in a l l y ,  a s p e c i f i c  st a t e n i e i u t  of r esearch  s t r a t e g y  is p rov ided .

S UI I 10111, u nil e r 1~ i i  ma te

in  an e a r l i e r  r ev i ew , James and Jones (1974) suggested that two basic

o r i e n t a t  iomi s u n d er l a y  nm u ch  of  the current climate literature. One orion—

t a t  ion , l a b e l  led o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  c i  i m l m t e , enm p h m a s i  zed c l i m a t e  as a Set  of

s i t u i t  iona i  lv based a t t r i b it e s .  ‘I’hie second orientation , psychological

c l i m a t e , a p p r o a c h e d  c l i m a t e  as l i  set of i n d i v i d u a l ly based , psycho log ica l

i t t  r m u t e s  r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  i n d i v d . i i i  i s in t e r n a l i z e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of t h e

~ ;.:ti~r m i a I  e n v i r o n m e n t .  The f o l l o w i ng  d i scuss ion , t h er e f o r e , exp lored and

ni l / I red t h t o r e t  lea I assumpt  ions r e g a r d i n g  organ i z a t i o n al  and psycho-

log i c a l  c l i m a t e  in  order to  su gges t  t ent a t  lye del  i ni t i o ns  f o r  each con—

st r h m c t .  i h i c o r e t  ic~i 1 s ta t ements  d e t i c i n g  c l i m a t e  p r i m a r i l y in p e r c e p t u a l



— 
~~~~~~~~~ 

‘
~~~~~~“ ____________

Psychological Climate

~~‘ psychit lo~~ica1 linu s were used to x I ’ l o r e  p s y c h i o l o g i o : ; i l  c i  i l l e lt e ;  t r e a t -

me n t  s e nip l ia s  i s  ing i t  s S I tuat ionLl l nat ure p r evi  dccl t. h o  has is f or  L x p  Ion Fig

or g / m n  i ~at  ~t ’il al t - l imo t e  . ~los t a u t h t o  r u  ~~~~ 1 1 ica 11 y r i . f i r  r ed to  o rga l l  i za—

t io n a  I c i  inst to , h oweve r , and d i sc  r l b  up t h e i r  work as ‘ psycholog ical

e I i nc it e ’’ represents an i ntt rpret i V t i  I i h ~e r t  v

There ap p e a r s  to  be cons i d t ’r a h l e  l m g r e e n e I l l  t h a t  c l i m a t e , whet he r

organ  i z at i o n a l  or  p s y c h o l o g i c a l . r e p r e se n t s  an a b s t r a ct  , multidimensional

des cr ij~t i o n  of t h e  s i t ua t i o n .  n ret ard to  psycholog i ca l  c l i m a t e , ii

n o m b c r  a t  authors have t r e a ted  ci  nuj a t  e as a p e r c ep t u a l  l’~’ based , psycho-

l o g i c a l l y processed descr i p t i o n  of  t i e  e n v i r o n m e n t , whe re  t he  i n d i v i d u a l

filters and interprets situational st imu l i . l’or example , Schneider

( l ’ 175 11 ) d e s c r i b e d  c l i m a t e  as a set of macro p er c e p t i o n s  based upon a pro—

cess o f  c o n c e p t  f o r m a t i o n  and ah s tc a ct  i on  of m i c r o )  p er c e p t i o n s  of specific

o rgan i z a t i o n al  co i i d i  t ions , event s , and e x p e r i e n c e s .  I t t e l s o n , Pro shansk y ,

R lv i i n , and W i i m k e  1 ( 1 9 / 4 )  sugge u ;t e ih  I l i m i t  t h e  in ch i v i d u a l  o rgan izes  percep—

ions of t h i e  t ’ i i V i  conf luent  i i it o  a mo re a b s t r a c t  ‘‘ cogn i live  map ’’ wh ic h  serves

t o  gui i de  f u t u r e  p r e d i c t i o n s  and behia~’ior. This cognitive map refers to

lie individuaL ’ s internalized representation of the situation and reflects

in  i n h e r e n t l y i n s e p a r a b l e  combii ;a t  iou of p e r c e p t u a l  and c o g n i t i v e  p r o c e s s e s .

o iu ip h ’e l l  and  B e a t y  (No te  2) echoed these ideas of perceptual filtering ,

s umu o . m t  ion , and c o g n i t i v e  s t r u c t u r i n g .

A l l  t h e  above t r e a t m e n t s  sc r e ss~~d t i le  d e s c r i p t i v e , c o g n i t i v e  na tu re

e t t  ci  i u :u a L e  , d i si  im i g u i s h i n g  i t  f ront t he a f fe c t i v e , e v a l u a t i v e  a s p ec t s  that

W i / m i l d  r en d e r  i t  t a u l o l og i c a l  w i t h  j o n — r e l a t ed  a t t i t u d e s  such as s a t i s f a c —

I io n . Feci  l it  re sea rch  has s u p por t ed  t h i s  con c e p t u a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  be tween

p : ;y i u t ’ l o g i r a l  c l l n i a t i i  and s a t i s :a c i i i n (La Fo l let te  & Sims , 1975; Schne ider

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  



Pu;’jch ologicrl Climate

5

~ Si iv h e r , ~) 7 )  • . 1 1  thoug h d y n a n m I C  I l l  ‘.er  r e 1 at  10) 11 5 h 1 i ~ ,S wer e  gene ra 11 y

a ssufll1 d , and  cit t en found  , i n  c 1 in u a t e — s a t i s  f u i c  t ion  S t u d  i d’s ( l Id  1 r I ege 1 &

Slecuni , l~~i.~~~~ )

The i d ea  o h  an a b s t r a c t e d , mul t id i n t e m u s i o n a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t I m e  s i  t u a —

ion also appears for organi zat ion/i l c I inuimte . l i e  I I r e  i gel and Sl o cum

t I ’) 1 4 )  r e f e r r e d  to  ci l un at e  as a s e t  of org~Im1izuit iouia i or subsyst coin  a t t r i —

h i n t  i s  Lhi ~it ma y 1)0 i n d u c e d  f r o nt  t h e  way an o rg a n i z at i o n  or i t s  subsystems

d c , ~ l w i t h  i t s  members . lttelsomi eL ml. (1974) extended this idea , pointing

wit  t h a t  environments possess a “demand c h a r a c t e r” t h a t  desc r ibes  the

i n u u i e d i a t e  s ensory  s t i m u l i  of th e  situation and also encompasses a social

amid symbolic m e a n i n g .  Similarly , m u d  and Nhoos (1974) characterized

orgitu i zational cmiv ironments as h a y ~ni-. 
‘ personali ties ” tha t exert direc—

t iona I in I Iucnc e s  on behav io r .

1 nsel  and ~1oos r e f l e c t e d  a i :o c i i c i  common assurupt  ion  wh en they  sugges ted

t h a t  a l i m i t e d  n u m b e r  of d imens ions  can  c h a r a c t e r  ize  a l a rge  and va r i ed

p coup 0) soc i.al env  i roninents  . 1 h e y  
~

‘ ropo sed th ree  such d imens ions  ——

r i - h a t  ion s hi p, p er sona l  development , m ind system maintenance . Similarl y,

Cmmnip be Ii et  a t .  ( 1970 )  i so la ted  f our  dimensions conmton to a number  of

n tp i r i e a l  c l i m a t e  s t u d i e s  in organiz5tions. These dimensions (individual

/ l u u t ’ l l c m v ; degree of  s t r u c t u r e  itrposed on the s i t u a t i o n;  reward or i en t a -

t ion ; amid c o n s i d e r a t i o n, w a r m t h , and s u p p o r t )  were  suppor ted  in subsequen t

f ac t o r  a n a l y t i c  studies (Sims & La FolLette ’, 1975; Waters , Roach & Bat I . is ,

I ~ii
’

+ )  . I t  was  n o t e d , however , t h a t  a co tim iuna l ity  of i tems mi ght  have

rou t r i 1 i i t e d to  s u c h  r esu  I t s  and t h at  t h e  n u m b e r  of d imens  ions was perhaps

t 0 1ev . I i  t h i s  re spect , Payne an d  Pugh (19 76)  added u fifth dimens ion ,

or i en L i t  ion t owa ni l development  and p r I g r e s ~; iveness , and several  au tho r s  



l’ s~- & h i t ’  I ep i c i i  1 11 mat e

(I

h i i v e  o i l e d  t h a t  spe d I h e  d i n t o n u ~ io ns . , i , ~h i t  t e -  n e e t i e c i  t i  t h o -~~, r i i , - . 1 1  i c u i i~~r

S it  ct~i t i Otis

~ ma b r  el i v e rg o n c e  I rum t h e  i I i i  o f  a cofluflon c o r e  u t  d i : : o e u u i - , m u ’ ,

a p pe a r e d  t o  be g c l n m o i d e r  ( 1 9 7 5 3 ) , v i i ’  p o s t u l a t e d  t h i s t  t i m e  q u e st i o n  u t

oh j fli ,.’lis ion  i l i e l u c o  Wa s r e l e v a n t  out  h .y in  I l i e  c o n t e x t  a!  mm p a r  L i - u  I i  r

ci to  r i on.  lie  v i  o wed o rgan  i s/i I 1011 5 s u i h s y  s t  ems , work groups) / 15 h a y  lug

umu i ui v ci mnsi t es (e .~~~ . , c I i ncites  f a r  ~ r o i t i  “i IV , plo t. I V u t  j i ll , new o - u o u l ) l ( u V o -e S

t i c . ) s t at  mug t h a t  the  t e r m  o r g . i u u i z ; i t i o n a l  t i  i n u a t o -  s h o u l d  r e f e r  La an

a re / u o h  r~- s e a r d h m  r a t he r  t h a n  a c on s t r u c t  w i t h  mm p a r t i c u l a r  set of  d i n e n —

S 1i’iiS . E l m  10 ; i s  obv i om is  I)’ me sec ious I i v er g el i c e  r equ  I r lu g  cu tu p i r ic iu l. cxii i 1 13—

t ion

A n o t h e r  i n i p ur t a u t  a s s u n i p ti  in wa 3 t h a t  c l i m a t e  r e p r e s e n t s  a set of

I n t e r v c n i l l p  v a n i sh  lo s  in an o r g . in t z a  c Iona i  m o d e l  , a l t h o u g h  t ime  i n t e r p ret a t i o n

su id i m p  1 i c u i t  ion S o l  i n t e r v e n i n g  v a r y  f o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and p sy cho log i ca l

I s u i t e  . F u r  examp le , P ayne  and f l an s f  I~~lol (1973) desc r ibed  o r g a n i z a t i o n al

I I s I t e  as a d c / l i c O  p tua I l i nkage  b e t we en  o rg an i  Zz e t  iOna  I and i n d i v i d u a l

i - V ,  I s  o f  a n u  ly s  i s .  i i i  t h i s  r e s p ect , o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  ci iniate has o f t e n

h u e t S viewe oh ( a l be  i t  i n h p i i c i tl y ) as a summar y d e sc r i p t i o n of how s i t u a t i o n a l

u t i n i b u tes  i n t j m i e u i c i  individual s and g roups , and no t  lu s t  a s imp le descr i p-

t i o n  o f  t i l e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ’ s p hy s i c al  md/or  social  a t t r i b u t e s .  For examp le ,

r e i . i t i v i .l v  sp e c i f i c  s i t u a t i o n a l  a t t r i b u t e s  such as p o o r l y s tat e d  role

p r - - ; c r i p t  i o n s , u n c l e a r  reward cant  i n ; en c i o -s , and c a p r i c i o u s , n o n — d i r e c t i v e

I ~~l e r s l i  i p m i gh t  he t ransformed in to  s i t ua t i o n a l  i n f l u e nces r e f e r r e d  to as

in mm ii )  I guoti s  and con f I ic t ing c 1 ins to

ru m t h i i -i p e r s p e c t i v e , o r g i n  isa  t i on a l  c l i m a t e  i n t er v e n e s  b e t w e en

~ec I I i c s I Lu ;it  i t u n a  I e v e n t s  and i nih v i  dua l p e r c e p t  i c~ns , m u l t i  t udes , and

— . ..- —~~~. - . .. -

~~~~~~~~ - - .-~~~~~~~~~~ -.-— - - -~~~~~ - . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 



l’ s y c h m o l t m g i  i i i  I C l im a t e

I o I u m v i cr  ( Pa v i i e  ~. l’ug h , 1976) . The t r a n t ; ! orma t ion o I spec i f i c  evo-n  t s  j im to

situational influences i s  e v i d e n t  i n  t he  names g iven  to  most  c l i m a t e

sca les and ti imei l s ion s  ( e . g .  , auton (tm ) , c o n s i d e r a t i o n , w a r m t h )  . O t h e r

indicat ionS of an intervening si tumu ti onal influence are found in statements

r e g a r d i n g  t i m e  ‘ cl i  r e e l  iona l  i n f l u e n c e ’ or demand c h a r a c t e r ’ of t hic -  e n v i r o n —

m o un t  ( Insel  ~ ~Ioos , 1974 ; I t t e l son  ci a l .  , 1974) m ind in  the  idea of “ e n v i r o n —

m e n t a l  press ’’ ( P a y n e  & N a n s f i e lu  , 1973;  Payne  & P l i e y sey  , 1971; Piuo-yse y

l’ayne , & Pug h , 1971 ) .

For  p s y c h o l o g ical c l im a t e , th e in t e r v en i n g  process is inheren t  in the

concep t  o f a c o g n i t i v e  m a p ,  w h e r e b y  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  t r a n s f o r ms  s i t u a t i o n a l

stimuli into perceived situational influences (e.g. , ambi g u i t y ,  c o n f l i c t ,

warmth , press). Ihese influences mire employed to achieve a “fit” with the

s i t u a t i o n  by “a p p r e h e n d i n g  o rder ” 11110 . ‘ g aug ing  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of behavior ”

(Ittleson et al., 1974 ; Schneider . l~ 75a). Thus , psychological climate

a c t s  as an in t e r n a l i z e d  p s y c h o l o g ic al  r e p r e sen t a t i o n  of the s i t u at i o n  and

serves  to gu ide  f u t u r e  a t t i t u d e s  and behavior  (Camp bell et a l . ,  1970;

it t l es o n  et a l . , 1974;  James I. Jones , 1974). H
Finally, there appears to be cons iderab le  agreement  tha t  bo th  o rgan i—

zational and psycholog ical climate are primaril y based upon aspects of

t hie environment t h a t  have a relatively direct and immediate impact on

i n d i v i d u m i l s .  For e xam p le , c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which  are more d i s ta l  or remote

in  t e r m s  of c o n c e p t u a l  p r o x i m i t y  to i n d i v i d u a l  expe r i ence  r e q u i r e  more 

h i cx , i n t e r v e n i n g  l inkages to-  be e la ted  to i n d i v i d u a l  p e r c e p t i o n s  and

b e h a v i o r  ( I n d i k , 1968; Jessor & Jesser , 1973; James & Jones , 1976) .  In a

s imi lar vein , Lawler , FlaIl, and Oldham (1974) argued t h at  pe rcep t ions  of

climate were more related to relativ e ly immediate characteristics such as
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organizational and subsystem processe s t h a n  to stru ctV r: m l characteristics.

Finall y, Payne and Pugh (1976) conc ludtd t h a t  organizational climate

encompassed proximal situational var tables that were psycholo g icall y

impor t an t  to i n d i v i d u a l s .

In summary , certain assumptions and properti es were identified as

concep tual bounds for psycholog ical and organizational climate. It  appeared

ti -mat psy ch ological climate: (a) i s  p r i m a r i l y descr i p t i v e ; (b )  involves

p s y c h o l o g i c a l  p rocess ing, abs t r a c t i ng ,  and s t r u c t u r i n g  of s i t u a t i o n a l

p e r c e p t i o n s  and cogni t ions  i n to  an i n t e r n a l i z e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  or cogni t ive

map reflecting situational influence .; (c) is multidimensional , w ith what

appears to be a central core of dim reiis ions describin g perceived situational

i n f l u e n c e s , a l though s p e c i f i c  d imens i ons mig ht he added to descr ibe  par t ic-

u lar  situations ; (d) is based primar ily on those situational characteristics

w h i c h  have relatively direct antI imm ediate ties to individual experience

and b e h a v i o r ;  and (c)  occupies  in i nt e r v e n i n g  role  in a model of organiza-

t i on a l  f u n c t i o n i n g ,  where the po in t  of i n t e rvent ion  is w i th in  the indiv idual .

- 
B ased on these assumptions , t h e f o l l o w i ng  d e f i n i t i o n  of psychological

climate was proposed for the present study :

Psycholog ical climate refers to the individual ’s in ter-

nalized representa t ions of o rgan iza t iona l  c o n d i t i o n s

and r e f l e c t s  a c o g n i t i v e  t r a n s f o rm a t i o n  and s t r u c t u r i n g

i n t o  perceived s i t u a t i o n a l  i n f luences .

A re la ted  set of assumptions ap ieared to under l i e  o rgan iza t iona l

climate. I t  appeared tha t  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  climate:  (a) describes situa-

t ional charac teristics in term s of in fluences on individuals and group s;

(b) is multidimensional with what ap r )ears to be a central core of dimensions ,

• ~~~ 
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alth oug h specific d imensions mig ht be added to describe particular situations

or populations; (c) is based primaril y on those aspects of the environment

which have relativel y direct and imme diate ties to i n d i v i d u a l  exper ience

and behavior; and (d) occup ies an intervenin g role in a model of organiza —

tional functioning, where the point of intervention is between the situa-

tion and ti -m e individual and reflects a transformation of situational

characteristics into situational influences.

r 

l’he above assumptions led to  the f o l l o w i n g  proposed d e f i n i t i o n  ~or

organizational climate:

O rg a n i z a t i o n a l  C l ima te  refers to a set of situational in f luences

which reflect relationshi ps among organizational conditions and

which ch aracterize the ways in which ti -me organization and its

s u b u n i t s  a f f e c t  t h e i r  members.

ihe  fo rego ing  discussion has a number of impor tan t  impl ica t ions  fo r

the identification and measurement of variables and dimensions underl y ing

o rgan iza t iona l  or psycholog ical c l ima te , arid for relationshi ps be tween the

two constructs. For examp le , the assumption that climate primarily re-

fl ects the relativel y proximal and i mm ediate characteristics of the environ-

ment suggests  tha t  such c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  provide a basis for  i n f e r r i n g

o rganizational and psychological climate . Previous reviews and research

( Ind ik , 1968; h lel lr eige l  & Slocum , 1974; James & Jones , 1974; Lawler et

al . ,  1974 ; Payne & Pug h , 1976; Schneider , 1975a; Sells , 1963 , 1968a)

indicated that these characteristic s include: (a) job or role character—

i stics such as job variety and chall enge , job press u res , and role ambiguity;

(b) leader ship cha racte risti cs and behav ior such as suppor t , goal emphasis ,

and initiation of structure ; () wor kgro up characteristics such as friend—

— -.- - 
- 

— - - . .  -- .~~ -
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1 L U e SS and c o o p e r a t i o n , and (d)  c e r t m i n  subsys t em and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l

ch aracteristics ( e .g . ,  management  ;m w m - r e n c s s  of emp l o y e e  needs , f a i rne s s  of

the reward process) that have a re latively direct bearin g on individual

exper iences .

in inferring organizational or psychological climate from such variable

domains , however , it must be rememb ered that the two constructs operate at

diffe rent levels of exp lanation. Orga nizational climate operates at a

sit uational leve l of exp lanation and presumedly represents a rela tive ly

s t a n d a r d  set of influences for individuals within a particular setting.

Or ganizational climate would thus appear to be inferable directl y from

salient situational characteristics or indirec tl y f r o m consis tencies in

per ceptions or behav iors of individua ls experiencing those situations .

Psy chological climate , however , opera ting at the individual level of

explanation , contains no inherent requirement that it accuratel y re flec t

the  s i t u a t i o n  or that individuals in mm g iven situation agree in their

p e r c e p t i o n s  (I lel ir e ige l & Slocum , l 97’u ; James & Jones , 1974; Schn eider &

ha ll , 1972) .  Psycho log ica l  c l imate  would thus  be i n fe rable  from individual

leve l data such as observed behavior or s e l f — r e p o r t e d  percept ions .

The r e l a t i onsh ip between the two constructs depends upon the corres-

pondence between the situational influences (organizational climate) and

t h e  individual ’s repres entation of those influences (psychological climate).

Such correspondence is frequentl y assum ed , as when psychol ogical climate

scores are aggregated to represent organizational climate. This practice ,

however , req uires that the aggregated score9 meaning fully describe the

situation . A common approach to this question has assessed agreement

among perc e ivers , assuming tha t percep tual agreemen t imp lies a common

-

~
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si tua t ional in f luence  and t he re fo re  a correspondence between o rgan izat iona l

and psychological climate (Guion , 1973 ; insel & Moos , 1974; James & Jones ,

1974; Schneider , l975a) .

Vario us methods have been used to assess perce ptual agreement , in-

c luding differences in mean perceptions for different situations or treat—

nients , in terrat er reliability within a sing le group , and correla t ions

among the perceptions of individuals occupy ing differ ent organizational

levels. Indices of statistical powe r (eta—squared , omega—squared) or

int erra ter reliability (intraclass correlation) provided by those approaches

have generall y been low to moderate , varying be tween .06 and .35 (cf. Bass ,

Valen ti , Farrow , & Solomon, 1975; Sch neider , l975a ; Campbell & Bea ty, No te

2). Co nverted to estimates of reliabilit y of the mean (aggregated) score

(Ebel , 1951) , valu es have varied between .70 and .91 (Schneider , l975a).

Unfort unately, aggregat ion across relat ively heterogeneous individual

p erceptions might still y ield high es timates of the reliabili ty of the

mean , questioning this procedure as a measure of percep tual agree-

ment. Thus , it is evident that climate research must further exp lore

criteria which permi t the use of da ta at one level of explana tion (e.g.,

individual) to infer information about another level (e.g. , organiza-

tional or subsystem) .

Corre la tes  of Organ i za t i ona l  and Psychologica l  Climate

Organ iza t ional and psycho log ical climate were defined as intervening,

situationa L influences inferrable from aspects of the environment that

were relati vely immediate to individual experience. It was noted that ‘I

suc h aspects were themselves related to more distal situational variables

a s well as various individual characteristics. Previous studies and 

—— - -- - ~~.~~ .:::~ :‘
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r ev i e w s  ( c f .  I-iellrei gel & Slocum , l9~ 4 ;  J ames & Jones , 1976; Lawlim r et

a l . ,  1974; Payne & ~t ans f ie ld , 1973; P ayne  & Pug h , 1976 ; P o r t e r , Lawler , &

i lacknan , 1975) suggested the f o l l ow in g  var iable domains as among tile most

i m p o r t a n t  co r re l a t e s  of t i e  p rox ima l aspects ; con tex t  var iables  ( e .g . ,

technology , goals) w h i ch  descr ibe  tb’s history and rationale of the organi-

zational unit , and which influence structure ; structure variables which

descr ibe the more enduring characteristics of an organization and its

subsys tems as r e f l e c t e d  by the anatomical ’  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of un i t s  and

positions and their formal relationsh ips with each other (e.g., configura-

tion , size) , and by “opera tional ’t attributes which reflect the structuring

of events  ( e . g . ,  cent ra l iza t ion  of decision making) ; and individual

characteristics and resources (e.g., age , ability, educa t ion) which reflec t

ind ividual variation. Payne & i~ug h (1976) suggested that  context  and

structure were ‘ ca usal variables ’ for organiza tional clima te , but also

noted reciprocal relationships among available individual resources and

context , structure , and climate.

. In a similar vein, Herman & Hulin (1972) suggested that some variables

(e.g., size , technology) primarily reflect control by the organiza t ion and

are situational; other variables (e.g., age , education) are brought into

t i -me s i t u a t i o n  and are ind iv idual .  C lass i f ica t ion  of cer ta in  variables

(e.g., hierarchical level , tenure) was somewhat arbitrary , however , because

t hey reflected mutual control by the organization and the individual .

Var iab les  involv ing  such mutual  i n f luences  are generally related to the

individual’s position in the organization and were labelled posi t ion

variables in the present study.

Studies addressing relationships among the above four variable do—
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m a in s  ( c o n t e xt  sL  ructure , individua l resources , posit ion va r i ab l e s )  and

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  and psycholog ical c l i mat e  ar c reviewed below. The review

was organ ized  as indicated by t h e  s’ hemat ic  in Fi gure 1. Consis tent  wi th

ideas expressed in var ious open s y s t e m , l inkage , and in tegra t ing  models

(lndik , 1968; James & Jones , 1976; l.ichtman & Hunt , 1971; Payne & Pugh,

1976), the schematic represents several levels of exp lana tion , with the

more remote var iables tending t o be related to performance through various

l inkages wi t h  tile more proximal “ i n t e r v e n i n g” var iab les .  Moreover , mul t i p le

and reciprocal r e l a t ionsh ips , such as those between individual resources

and the  s i t ua t iona l  variables , were general ly assumed and indicated by

feedback loops.

‘ Insert Figure 1 About Here

Beg inning with context , studies have indicated that such variables as

rou t ine  technology and goals emp has iz ing  coordinat ion , rel iabil i ty, and

control tend to be associated with relatively bureaucratic structures ,

namely taller configurations , more l ormalized roles and communicat ion

procedures , g rea t e r  division of labor and more special izat ion, more

centralized decision making , and greater standardization (Hage & Aiken ,

1969; Hall , 1962 ; Katz & Kahn, 1966; Litwak , 1961 ; Payne & Pugh , 1976;

Woodward , 1965). These structure variables were linked with such climate—

related measures as reduced role conflict and ambiguity, lower task corn—

p lexity, variety , and challenge , reduced group involvement , and less

harmonious interpersonal relationships (Hickson, 1966; House & Rizzo ,

1972a; Pheysey et al., 1971; Woodward , 1965). Furthermore , task speciali-

zation associated with routine technology (and the tendency toward simp lified
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iu b s )  has of ten been accompanied by ~oitst ra juts on Individual f receloni ,

reduced au tonomy , low task v a r i e t y ,  mud low task  i d e n t i t y  (Blood , & ilul in ,

1967; Forcimand & Gilmer , 1964; hI ackm .mn~ & Lawler , 1971; Hackman & Oldham ,

1975; hl u l in & Blood , 1968) .

S imil ar delet erious effec ts have accompanied increasing organ iza t ional ,

subsystem , or group size . Large size was linked to increased specializa-

t ion , forma lizat ion, and standardization (Payne & Pug h , 1976). Large size

was also linked to such climate variable s as difficulties in interpersonal

relat ions (Payne & Mansfield, 1973), low group cohesiveness (Porter &

Lawler , 1965) ,  subgoal internalizati on , bif urca t ion of interes t s , organiza-

t ional conflict (Bass & Barrett , l9fl ; Forehand & Gilmer , 1964), communica-

t ion difficul ty, psychological distance between leaders and subordinates ,

dec reased conc ern over employee involvement (Payne & Mans f ield, 1973;

Payne & Pheysey , 1971) , and low emp loyee identification with the organiza-

t ion ( tngham , 1970).

A parallel pa ttern was reported for centralized decision making.

Grea ter centralization , presumabl y more prevalent in tall structures with

narrow spans of co nt rol (Ghiselli & Siegel, 1972; House & Miner , 1969) ,

was Linked to emphasis on efficiency , closer , more au thoritarian super-

vision, communica t ion difficult ies , lower job challenge , and reduced

identification with the organization (Hage & Aiken, 1969; House & M iner ,

1969; Ingharn, 1970; Payne & Mansfield , 1973) .

Many rela tionships among context , structure , and clima te variables

tend to be comp lex , however , as evid enced by technology and structure .

Al though technology has generally been considered a major de terminant of

structure (Katz & Kahn , 1966) , l lohr (1971) concluded that the two concepts

L~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~ 
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wer e m u l t i d i m e n s i on a l  and not r e l a ted  in a simple manner. Uickson , Pug h ,

and l’heyscy (1969) reached a s i mi l a r  conclusion , n o t i n g  t ha t  technology

and structure tended to be more hi ghL y related in smaller orgznizations

and when structure was centered on the workflow .

Another examp le of the comp lexity of relationship is size , which was

linked not only to the potentially deleterious situational influences

presented earlier , but also to such potentiall y positive influences as

increased delegation of authority and opportunities to participa te in

decision making (Mahoney , Fros t, Crandall , & Weitzel , 1972). In a related

ve in, reduced formalization and standardization were linked to greater

individual autonomy and to increas ed role ambiguity and role conflict

(Hickson , 1966 ; House, 1971; House & Rizzo , l972a; Pheysey et al., 1971),

although leadership behaviors may moderate such relationships (House ,

1971; House & Mitchell , 1974; House & Rizzo , 1972a; Sims & Szilagyi ,

l975~i . Finally, two recent f i e ld  s tud ie s  (Lawler et a l . ,  1974; Payne &

Mansfield, 1973) reported low , often nonsignificant , correla tions among

context , structure , and organizational clima te (aggrega ted percep tions).

These studies were , however , bas ed orm small samp les and the level of

perceptual agreement may have been questionable (cf. Payne & Mansfield ,

1973).

Further indications of context , structure , and cl imate relationships

wL re provided by studies focusing on differences in climate perceptions as

a function of different situations. Herman, Dunham, and Hulin (1975) and

Newman (1975) reported significant relationships between perceptions of

climate and technology as reflected by type of subsystem function . Payne

& Pheysey (1971) reported that climate perceptions varied by size , degree
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of centralization , and level of bure.Lucracy, while 1-’r iedlander (1966) and

J ames & Hornick (Note 3) found tha t Larger organization , subsystem , or

group size was nega tively rela ted to wha t are of ten cons idered desirable

aspects of climate (e.g., friend1ine~ s and warmth). Other studies reported

differences in climate perceptions across different organizations , sub-

sy stems , or gro ups (Gavin , 1975; I’ay ne & Mansfield , 1973; Pritchard &

Karas ick , 1973; Schneider , l975~~; Scaneider & Snyder , 1975 ; Camp bell &

ileaty, Note 2; Jones, No te 4). FinaLl y experimental manipulation’ of such

structural characteristics as centraLized decision making and standardized

procedures were reflected in individual perceptions of climate (Dieterly &

Schne ider , 1974; Frederiksen , Jenson , & Bea ton, 1972; Litwin & Stringer ,

1968).

Studies of organizational and psychological climate must also address

the role of individual characteristics and position variables. Relationships

w ith such variables are seen most clearly in stud ies of psychological climate ,

whi ch have involved a variety of individual characteristics including

personality attributes , cognitive styles , ability, and adap tability (Johnston ,

1974; Kerr & Schreisham, 1974 ; Schuler , 1975; Vannoy , 1965), alienation from

cutural norms (Blood & Hulin, 1967 ; Flulin & Blood , 1968), and need strength

(Hackinan & Lawler, 1971; Hackinan & Oldham , 1975; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973;

Steers , 1975) , as well as age , race, sex, and intelligence (Helireigel &

Slocum , 1974).

Climate perceptions ha;e also been shown to reflect organizational

position variables such as hierarchical level and job type (Helireigel &

Sloc uxn , 1974; Johnston , 1974; Jones, James , & Bruni , 1975; Payne & Mans-

f ield , 1973; Schneider , 1972; Schneider & Snyder , 1975 ; Stone & Porter , 
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1975) .  N ewman (1975)  demonstraLed t~iat  organiza tional position ( f u n L ’ —

t iouai dl v i s ian , dep a r t m e n t , w or i q~ro ip , and hmic r archi I cal level) accounted

Or Inure  var  lance in pcr cep t io f l -4  of ~l iniate th an  personaL charac t er is t  ics

(age , sex , numbe r of dependents , edu :ation , and t e n u r e ) .  Using a “f rame

of re fe rence” approach  ( Smith , KendaLl , & Hulin , 1969), Newman concluded

that different positions were subject to different experiences , and tha t

positional differences were more important than personal characteristics

in ti-me development of the individual ’s perceptual—cognitive map of the

organizational situation .

Findings that psychological climate varied by posi tion imp ly that

organizational climate also var ies (i.e., different positions experience

d ifferent situational influences). Such an interpretation has important

imp lications for the aggregation of psycho logical climate scores and for

t ile related issues of perceptual agreement and “represen tativeness ”. That

is , al though many studies have shown that psychological climate varies by

organization or subsys tem, it is dub ious whether aggregated individual

scQres represent all the various positions within a heterogeneous organiza-

tion or subsystem (Payne & Mansfield , 1973). Furthermore , heterogene ity

of position , by lim iting communality of experience for different individuals ,

limits probable interperceiver agreement and provides a potential explan-

ation for some of ti-me low to moderate indices of interrater reliability

and statistical power reported earlier.

- 
Several authors also ques t ioned the repres entat iveness of many overall

structure or context measures , pointing out that such measures may not

meao ing fully describe an organization consis ting of he terogeneous subsys tems

w ith varying goals , technologies , subgroup sizes , and so forth (James &

- - -,— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~
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Jones , 1976; Litwak , 1961; M ahoney & Frost , 1974; Scott , 1975). Because

many clima te related variables recleu t job and other attributes that

mi ght be expected to vary if jo1~s, workgroups , and subsystems were hetero-

geneous , it appears that psycho Logical climate scores should be aggregated

only for rela tive ly homogenous units. Thus, as suggested by Howe and

Gavin  (Note 1), i t  is perhaps mor e appropr ia t e  to speak of department

climate , division climate , workgroup clima te , etc., rather than organiza-

t ional clima te whic h connotes aim ove rall organizational descriptor.

Organizational climate and subsystem performance. A motivating force

for conducting research on organizat ional climate has been its assumed

contribution to understanding subsystem performance , either as a direct

predictor providing an interven ing level of explanation (Campbell et al.,

1970; James & Jones , 1976; Payne & Pugh, 1976) , or as a moderator of other

predictor—criterion relat ionships ( c f .  Guion , 1974) . Several studies have

repor ted signif icant rela tionships between organizational climate and sub—

system and/or organizational perform :ince (Hall & Lawler , 1969 ; Lawler et

al., 1974; Insel & Moos , 1974; Pr i t c i ia rd  & Karasick, 1973; Schneider &

Snyder , 1975), al though relationships tended not to be large. Furthermore,

organizational climate has been shown to moderate effects of motivation

and other variables on criteria (Dachler & Nobley , 1973; Graen, 1969;

Herma n , 1973; Schneider , l975a) , as where climate inhibited or facilitated

the expression of individual differences and initiative .

Many s tudies , however , gave little consideration to such variables as

technology or type of subsystem or organization , thus ignoring potential

differences relevant to varying functions or subsystems and raising ques-

tions regarding generalizability of results (Hellrei gel & Slocum , 1974; 

- - -- --- -- - ------- - - - --- --- - - - -
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Mahoney & Frost , 1974) .  In a s imi la r  vein , Schneider ( 1975a) reviewed

studies showing t h a t  organizational climate/subsystem performance rela—

t ionships often differed as a function of different hierarchical levels

with in an organization . For examp le , leadership considera tion may be

imp ortant for production line workers but not for managers or higher level

employees (House, 1971; House & Mitche l l , 1974). Moreover , even within a

par ticular subsystem or organizational level , climate dimensions may have

different rela tionships w ith di fferent criteria , especially when the

cr iter ia are generally unrelated. Thus, as in the earlier discussion of

correlates of climate, relationships between organizational climate and

subsystem performance appear to be complex , further indicating the need to

consider the nature and heterogeneity of the organizational units under

study.

Stra tegy of the  Present Research

The foregoing development of theoretical perspectives and relation—

ships for organiza tional and psychological climate provided a basis for

the following emp irical resear ch strategy :

1. Perceptual measures of re!Latively immediate situational in—

fluences were obtained for multip le organizational samples. Salient

dimensions underlying these variables were ascertained within each sample

as indices of psychological climate .

2. Psycholog ical climate dimensions were compared across different

organizations to assess dimension generalizability and the potential of a

common core of dimensions.

3. For one sample of organizations , measures were developed for con—

tex t , s truc ture , and organizational climate. In addition , measures of
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intl iv idua I r e sour ces  and ~)OS it I OII VU r i a l )  i es were obt a I ned .

4 .  Measures of o rganiza t  Lonal  c l imate  were developed f r o m  aggregated

(mean)  p sycho log ica l  c l imate  scores.  A pp r o p r i a t e  levels fo r  aggregat ion

(i.e., div is ion, depar tment , and overall organ iza t ion)  were de te rmined  b y

three c r i t e r i a :  (a)  i n t e r p r e t a b i l i t y  of the  aggregated scores; (b) various

indices of perce iver agreement ; and (c) ti-me representativeness of larger

subsystem (i.e., depar tment) measures of structure and context for their

member subsystems (i.e., divisions). Such analyses provided an index of

t i e  he te rogene i ty /homogene i ty  of situational conditions.

5. TI -me term organizat ional,  c l imate  generally connotes a profile on

cl imate dimensions for each organizational unit. Thus , organizational

units were clustered on the basis of organizational climate profiles.

6. Relationships were exp lored between potential correlates (context,

structure , position var iables , and individual resources) and psychological

and organizational  cl imate.

7. Finally, subsys tem performance cr iter ia were related to subsys tem

context , structure , and climate measures, as well as aggrega ted individual

resource and position vari~-b1es to investigate the relationships be tween

situational variables and subsystem performance .

Hethod

Sam p le

Data were obtained from three types of organizations——U . S. Navy

ships , municipal f ire depar tments , and a private health care program. The

Navy samp le cons is ted of male, enlisted personnel ( n = 4,315 ) on 20

ships operating in the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans during the latter half

of 1973. These ships included two aircraft carriers with crews of approxi— 

—--
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matel y 4 ,000 men , and f o u r  classes of d e s t r o y e r  w i t h  crews averag ing

between 225 and 375 men. Ships were organized into four or more depart-

ments , each responsible for a major set of duties (e.g., engineering,

oper .mti ons , supp ly, weapons). l)epartments were further subdivided into

d ivisions ; for example , the engineering department consisted of divisions

concerned with tile main propulsion unit , boilers , elec trical sys tems , and

s~~ for th. The total possible subsystem samp le was 105 depar tments and 281

div isions .

Individual sampling on carriers was limited to non—aviation personnel

and s trati fied by depar tment and div i sion ( n 2400 per ship); destroyers

were sampled on a 100% basis. Individual questionnaire data were collected

in group sessions during the first we eks of deployment. Responses were

obtained from 76% of the available men on destroyers and 45% of the men in

sampled divisions on carriers (a return rate of approximately 90% of the

d istributed questionnaires). Both age ( H = 23.8 years ) and time in the

Navy ( H = 4.8 years ) reflected substantial turnover at the end of the

firs t enlistment. Levels ranged from E-l , the lowest enlisted pay ra te,

to E—9 , the highest enlisted grade; mean education was 12 years.

A second samp le involved male firemen below district chief in two

departments in the southwest United States ( rm = 398 ). Questionnaires

were administered to groups of 8 to 16 persons; fire stations consisted of

one to four companies of four men each. Data were obtained from 72% of

eligible respondents. Age rangE d from 21 to 66 years ( H = 36 ); mean

tenure was 11.3 years . Forty—three percent of the sample had comp leted

one or more years of college .

A third sample included 504 exempt emp loyees of a private health care
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p r o g r a m , rang ing  f r o m  top regional m :inagement to first—line supervisors.

Fourteen functional areas (e.g., nursing , data process ing , accounting),

and 42 separate locations , (incLuding seven large hospitals) were repre-

sented . Questionnaires were administered by ma il , w ith a 74% usable

return rate. Females , mainly nurs ing supervisors , represented 52% of the

sample. Mean age was 42 years; approximately half ti-me samp le possessed a

college or professional degree.

Ins t ruments  and Anal yses

Psychologica l  c l imate  ques t ionna i r e .  A psychological  climate ques-

tionnaire was constructed to measure variables with relatively direc t and

immediate influences on individua l experience (See Table 1). As noted

earlier , variables were organized into four general categories : (a) job or

role characteristics; (b) characteristics related to supervision immediately

above the job; (c) workgroup characteristics; and (d) characteristics

related to the total organization and its subsystems .

Insert Table 1 about here

Job or role related measures included role ambiguity, role conflic t

(House & Rizzo, l972a , Kahn, Wolfe , Quinn , Snoek , & Rosenthal , 1964;

Lichtman & Hunt , 1971), and variable s reflecting the job enrichment litera—

ture such as autonomy (Campbell , et al., 1970; Hackman & Lawler , 1971;

Turner  & Lawrence , 1965) , task variety, task identity , job challenge

(Forehand & Gilmer , 1964; Hackman & Lawler , 1971; Porter & Lawler , 1965),

and opportunities for growth and advancement (Herzberg , 1966; House &

Rizzo , 1972a , 1972b). Other measures reflected job pressure and s tandards

of performance (House & Rizzo, 1972a; Sells, 1963 , 1968a).

~I1. 
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Lt ’ad& ’ r rL I a t  cd incas ures Inc.i ude J suppo r I , I U I  t rac t I oi f ac  I i i  t a t. I on

goa l emphas is , and work  fad  ii tat I o n  (l lowt rs & Seashore , 1966; Cam pbell et

a l . .  1970 ; Hal p in , 1966; House & K e r r , 1973; L i k e r t , 1961; L i twin  &

Stringer , 1968, Tay lor , 1971), as well as measur es of the leader ’s abil ity

to plan and coordinate activities and influence superiors (House & Kerr ,

1973) . Also included were measures reflecting confidence and trust rela-

t ionships with subordinates (Flacks , 1969; Jones et al., 1975; Sells ,

l968a; Wood , 1974) .

Measures of workgroup env ironment included cooperation , fr iendliness ,

pride , and workgroup image (Blau , 1954; Farr is, 1971; Flackman & Lawler ,

1971; Hall , 1971; Steiner , 1972). F inally, var iables rela ted pr imarily to

the larger subsystem and total organization included ambiguity and conflict

a t an organiza tional level (Rizzo , House , & Lirtzman , 1970), communication

patterns (Sells, l968b ; Shaw, 1971) , consistency and fairness of organiza-

t ional policies and reward process es (Hackman & Lawler , 1971; Porter &

Lawler , 1968; Vroom , 1964), as well as espri t (Friedlander & Margulis,

1969; Flalp in & Croft , 1963; Litwin & Stringer , 1968) , and profess ional and

organizational identification (Farris , 1971).

While not including all po tential s ituational influences , these

variables represented the variety of measures which have been investigated ,

and were consistent with a broad band approach to the study of psychological

climate. Moreover , neither the four categories nor the variables were

cons idered as mutually exclusive or unrelated ; considerable overlap and

rec iprocal influences were evident.

The psychological climate questionnaire consisted of 145 items de—

scribing individual perceptions of t h e work environment. Items were
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grouped i n t o  35 a priori compos ites reflecting t h e  ca tegories  In ‘[‘able 1.

Each compos I t e  con ta ined  two to  seven i tems cons i s t  lug of a stem and three

to  f i ve  scaled responses.  Composite scores were calculated by summing

responses to items within the composite (standard deviations were similar).

Subsystem structure measures. Measures were constructed to assess

the “anatom ical” and the “opera tionaL” structure of th e divisions and

departments in the Navy sample. Anatomical measures reflected the more

skeletal aspects of subsystem structure and were derived from ship records.

These included: size——the number of men assigned to the division/depart-

ment; specialization——the number of separate occupational titles in the

d ivision/department; configurat ion/sa ——the number of actual ranks be-

tween the lowest and highest ranking enlisted men in the division/depart-

ment; and configuration! span o~ control——a ratio of the number of enlist-

ed supervisory personnel (E—6 or above) to the number of men below that

rank (a high score reflected a Low span of control).

Operational aspects of structure——formalization , standardization,

interdependence , and centralization —— were measured by the 21 ques tionnaire

items (4— or 5—point Likert scaLes) presented in Table 2. Items were

developed from the research literature (cf. James & Jones , 1976; Inkson ,

Pugh , & Hickson , 1970; Pugh, Hickson , linings , & Turner , 1968) and inter-

views with Navy personnel. Responses were obtained for 332 divisions or

departments on the Navy ships during the first few weeks of deploy—

ment. Seventeen division heads comp leted one ques tionnaire for two

d ivisions that had been administratively combined. Thus, one division

was randomly dele ted for each of these subjec ts , providing a samp le

of 91 departments and 224 divisions (82% of the possible sample).
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Insert Table 2 About Her e

A princ ipal componen t anal ysis of items provided seven components

with eigenvalues > 1.0 (56% of trace). The resulting rotated components

(see Table 2) evidenced simple structure ; items developed to represent

separa te struc tural dimensions def ined either one or two components

(separate analyses for divisions and departments provided similar results).

The seven components  were (a) General Cen tralization of Dec ision Making,

(b) General Standa rdization of Proc -dures , (c) interdependence with other

Work Units , (d) Formaliza tion of the Role S t ruc tu re , (e) Centra l iza t ion of

Work Allocation and Scheduling , (f) Formalization of Communication , and

(g) a unique component reflec ting Standardization of Procedures for Ex—

pending Funds. Component scores ( ~1 = 50 , ~~ = 10 ) were calculated for

each department and division by a direct solution method .

Internal consistency estimates of component reliability (coefficient

alpha) were based on items with loadings 
~J ± 40. I. Except for Formaliza-

t ion of Communication &~~ .27) and the one—item component for Standardiza-

tion of Expenditures , alpha varied from .52 (Interdependence in Other Work

U n i t s)  to . 7 2  (General Centralization of Decision Making) and was con-

sidered accep table given the lim:Lted number of items . The Formalization

of Commun ica tion and Standardization of Expend iture componen ts were

deleted from rema ining analyses.

Context measures. Context measures , also based upon ques tionnaire

da ta from the 315 divis ion and depar tment heads , included technology,

goals , and personnel , habitability, and equipment resources. Technology
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was n-measured by a four item com~)osite , representing areas suggested by

Hage and Aiken (1969), Mohr (1971) , ‘errow (1967), Pugh, Hickson , Hinings ,

& Turner (1969) , and Woodward ( 1965) . A h i gh score on the composite

(range of 4 to 19) reflec ted a nonro utine , complex technology where success

was difficult to evaluate and subject to uncertainty. Coefficient alpha

was onl y .44 , but significant intercirrelations among items suggested that

t hey  samp led one conceptual area (James & Ellison , 1973).

Nine major department/division goals were identified by interviews

w ith Navy Personnel. Component anal .‘ses of items constructed to measure

the emphasis p laced on each goa.L (4—point Likert scales) provided two

components with eigenvalues > 1.0 (41% of trace). Following varimax

rotation , the components and the defining items (e.g., loadings H ± .40!)
were: (a) Emphas is on Morale , reflecting the emphasis on morale , de—

velop ing new proced ures and programs , promotion of personnel , and doing

better than other departments (divisions) aboard ship (p~~~~ .62); and (b)

Emphasis on Following Standardized Procedures , reflecting the emphas is on

following standardized procedures , reliability of performance , and overall

effectiveness (c. (= .51). Component scores ( H = 50, SD 10 ) were

computed for each depar tment and div ision by a direct solution method .

The remaining context variables included single questionnaire items

f or a) cond it ion of work equipment; li) availabi l i ty  of funds and supp lies

for work; c) availability of funds fur habitability improvements; and d)

a rating of personnel resources with in the department/division (Con—

s idering the fac t that men are fa irly randoml y assigned , it is poss ible to

get all types of crews. How would you describe the men in your department/

d ivision? All items were measured by 5—point Likert scales.

~ 
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P o s i t i o n  Measures. Position measures were obtained on the Navy

sam p le.  Self report measures included tenure , level or paygrade , number

of itie n supervised, number of advanced or technical training schools (A or

B schools) completed , and number of other or functional training schools

comple ted . Measures of job speciality (rating) were obtained from ship

rec ords and grouped into four types——unskilled , requiring little training ;

medium level mechanical ; clerical and low level technical ; and high level

skilled (Or r , 1960; Seymour , Gunderson & Vallach~ r, 1973).

Ind ividual resource measures. Individual resource measures included

age , marital status , years of formal education , intelligence (Navy General

Classification Test scores), number of grades failed in school , size of

preenlistment home town (5—point scale ranging from small town to large

city), number of rooms in childhood house (5—point scale ranging from 4 or

few er room to 11 or more) , and three composites measuring Ego Needs (three

items reflecting needs for recognition and approval - ’\ = .59), Self Es teem

(four items reflecting self—confidence and self ratings of ability, \ =

.54) and preenlis tment disc iplinary record (three items reflecting school

and discip line problems ,~~ = .64).

Subsystem criteria. The primary measures of subsystem performance

were developed by means of a multi—stage process. Interviews with naval

officers and ship commanders generated the following eight dimensions

relevant to effective division performance : (1) Quality of Work , (2)

Adherence to Planned Maintenance Schedules , (3) Readiness to Fulfill

Comm~ tments , (4) Performance under Pressure , (5) Eff iciency , (6) Coopera-

t ion with Other Divisions , (7) Safety, and (8) Leadership Ability of

Enli sted Supervisors. Following identification and definition of these
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d imensions , naval officers were again interviewed to suggest three state-

ments describing levels of performance (i.e., poor , adequate , superior)

for each dimension .

The resulting 24 statements were used to obtain ratings by depar tmen t

h eads for their subordinate divisions. The statements were presented in

a “mixed s tandard forma t” (Arvey & Hoy le, 1974) ,  where statements were

randomly mixed. Ti-me departmen t head was asked to rate subordinate divisions

on each of the 24 statements by ind icating whether the division (a) per-

formed bet ter than the statement, (b) was acc ura tely described by the

statement , or (c) performed below the described level (cf. Blanz & Chiselli ,

1972). Division scores were calculated for each criterion dimension by

summ ing across the ratings given to the statements describing performance

levels , where a “better than” ra ti ng was scored as a 3 , “equal to” re-

c eived a 2 , and “worse than” rece ived a 1. (The Guttman scaling procedure

recommended b y B lanz  & Ghiselli  provided no improvement over the above

approach , and was not used in subsequent analyses).

Add itional criteria included ratings by div ision heads conce rning

problems caused by the use of drugs and alcohol (4—point scale vary ing

from frequen t to nonexistent) , and frequency of requests to transfer from

the division (3—point scale ranging from many requests to no requests).

Cr iteria data were collected at the end of each ship ’s dep loyment

period (five to seven months after the context, s truc ture , and individual

questionnaire data). Data were obtained from 160 divisions , represent ing

19 ships and all division types. Although an attempt was made to collect

criterion measures on all divisions , several department and division heads

had been ro tated from the ship near the end of the cruise and their re—

_ _ _  1jl~
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pla cements lacked sufficient experience to provide the ratings. Criteria

were collected by members of the research team fo r  e ig ht shi ps; a mai l—out

procedure was used for ti-me remaining ships. No d ifferences among the

rat ings were found for the two procedures.

Resul ts

Results are presented as follows: (a) d imensions of psycholog ical

climate , (b) congruence of these dimensions across samp les , (c) agreement

and representativeness , (d) deve lopment of a typology of division climate ,

(e) co rrela tes of psychological and ti1V~~SlOfl climate , and (f) validity

analyses for division criteria .

Dimens ions of psychological. climate. The results of a principal

component analysis of the 35 a prior i composites used to infer psycho-

log ical climate for the Navy sample ire presented in Table 3. Reliability

estimates (coefficient alpha) ranged from .44 to .81 (similar values were

found for the two other samples), wh ich were considered acceptable because

alpha is a function of the number of items in the composite and tends to

be conservative (Lord & Novick , 1968).

Insert Table 3 About Here

The prin cipal component analysis of the 35 composite scores yielded

six components with eigenvalues > 1.0 (59% of the  trace). Following

varimax rotation , the  f i r s t  componen t reflected perceived conflic t in

organizational goals and objectives , combined with ambiguity of organiza-

t ional structure and roles , a lack of interdepartmental cooperation , and

poor communication from management. Also included were poor planning,

inefficient job design, a lack of awareness of employee needs and problems ,

_________________________________ -



~~~~~~ ~~~—
.—.----

~ 
. -—~~~ --

Psychological Climate

30

and reduced fairness and o b j e c t i v i t y  of the reward process. This component

was labelled “Conflic t and Ambiguity ” .

The second component reflected a job perceived as challenging, impor-

tan t to the Navy , and involving a var iety of duties, including dealing

with other people . The job also tended to be seen as providing autonomy

and feedback , but demanding high standards of quality and performance.

This component was designated “Job Challenge , Importance , and Var iety ”.

The third component , “Leader Fac i l i t a t i on  and Suppor t ” , r e f l ec ted

loader behavior such as the extent to which the leader was perceived as

hel p ing to accomplish work goals b y means of scheduling activities ,

p lanning, etc., as well as the extent to which he was seen as facilitating

interpersonal relationships and providing personal support.

The four th component , “Workgroup Coopera tion , Friendliness , and

Warmth” , generally described the rela tionships among group members and

their pride in the workgroup . Only composites describing the workgroup

loaded on this component . The fifth component , “Professional and Organiza-

tional Espri t”, reflec ted perceived external image and desirable growth

potential of fer ed b y the  job and by the Navy. Also included were per-

ceptions of an open atmosphere to express one ’s feelings and thoughts ,

conf idence in the leader , and cons is tently appl ied organiza tional pol icies ,

combined with non—conflicting role expectations and reduced job pressure .

The sixth and final component had loadings for only three composites .

Th is componen t, “Job S tandards”, reflec ted the degree to which the job was

seen as having rigid standards of quality and accuracy , combined with

inadequa te t ime , manpower , tra ining and resources to complete the task.

Also reflec ted were a perceived lack of confidence and trust by supervisors 
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and management  pe r sonne l .

Congruence of the psycholog ical climate dimensions across samp les.

l’sychiological c l i m a t e  compon ent~; I rot-i the Navy samp le were compared to

components d e r i ved  f rom the two compurison samp les  (.iames , S tebbins ,

I l ar tm an  & Jones , N o t e  5; Jones i~ James , Note 6) .  Lach comparison samp le

also y ielded six components with eigt nvalues > 1.0. Ti-me percent of trace

accounted for was 62.87, for the fire station samp le, and 66.8% for health

managers. As indicated by Table 4 , l ive of the six components derived on

t i-me Navy sample——Le adership Facilitation and Support; Workgroup Coopera-

t ion , Fr iendliness , and Warmth; Confiict and Ambiguity; Professional and

Organizational Esprit; and Job Challenge , Importance , and Variety——were
2

similar across tile three samples.

Insert Table 4 About Here

The sixth component , tended to be somewha t samp le—specific. For

heal th managers , this component appeared to represent a finer breakdown of

the Challenge , Impor tance , and Variety Component , with loadings by Job

Importance (.70), Job Challenge (.58), and Job Standards (.40). Both

latter variables , however , also had loadings > ! ±.40! on components similar

to the five mentioned previously for the Navy sample. The sixth component

for the firemen appeared to reflect mutual trust , with loadings by Con-

fidence and Trust in Subordinates (.68) and in the leader (.50).

Perceiver Agreement and Representativeness. Six psychological climate

component scores were constructed for the Navy samp le using a direc t

solution method , ( N = 50 , SD = 10). Perceiver agreement on these six

d imensions was assessed for thrE e organizational levels in the Navy sample ——

~~~~~~~~~~ __ Ii_
~
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d ( v h s  ions , departments , and ships. I’iiu d i v i s i o n  samp i e cons I sted of 223

divisions on which  psychological clim ate data were available for at least

six subjects (subject n = 3,693). (D ivisions represented the lowest

organizational level that could be meaning f ull y identified ; sailors rotated

across duty shifts and watches which precluded identif ying workgroups).

Department and ship samples were 97 and 20 , respectively.

Perceiver agreement for each psychological climate component at each

organizational level was assessed by a one—way ANOVA , where each division

(department , shi p) was considered a separate classification factor and

individual climate scores comprised dependent variables (cf. Ebel , 1951).

Intraclass correlations were computed as estimates of the proportions of

variance in individual percep tions attributable to organizational units

and may also be interpre ted as indices of interra ter reliability (McNemar ,

1969). Finally, reliabilities of tIn e mean (aggregated) psycholog ical

climate scores per organizational level were ascertained by conver ting

the intraclass correlations to Spearman—Brown estimates , using the har-

monic mean per organizational l evel as the adjusting factor (Guilford ,

1954).

As reported in Table 5, all F’ ra t ios were significant. Intraclass

correlations were relatively low, however , and decreased monotonically as

higher organizational levels were introduced. Median intraclass correla-

t ions were approximately .12 for divisions , .06 for departments , and .02

for ships. The S.B. estimates were substantially higher , wi th med ians of

approximately .68 for divisions and .71 for departments and ships.

Insert Tables S and 6 About Here



-

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~

=-

~~~~

--- - -

~~~~~~~

-
-

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

- - 

~~~~~~

- - 
— - -- - - - - - -

~~

---- _

Psychological Climate

33

Whi le  the S.B. estimates indicated stability for the mean perceptions ,

these estimates appeared to be fallible indicators of homogeneity, partic—

u lar ily wher e large samp le sizes were involved (e.g., depar tments and

ships). Ti-mis conclusion was supported par tially by relationships of

depar tment context and structure measures with division context and struc-

t ure (See Table 6). Representativeness was ascertained by dup lica t ing

department scores on the appropriate division data records (i.e., all

d ivisions within a department received ti-me same department score) and

correlating ti-me sets of scores on the division sample ( n = 205 divisions

w ith bo th division and depar tment da ta ). Excep t for s ize and the two

configuration variables , relationships were low or nonsignificant , indi-

cating intradepartment heterogeneity for context and structure. In other

words , the majority of department context and structure scores did not

appear to meaningfully describe their respective divisions. These results

tended to coincide with the information provided by the intraclass correlations

(rather than the S. B. estimates) that departments (and ships) were quite

heterogeneous.

Based on tile above results , remaining analyses were conducted 2ii~~ 
at

the division level. In addition to the lack of representativeness for

department context and operational structure measures , the decision to

construct only division climate scores (i.e., mean psychological climate

scores per division) was predicated on the following rationale : (a) all

climate dimensions included at least some variables describing the job ,

role , leadership ,  or workgroup , and thus more meaningfully reflec ted the

divis ion than depar tment or ship levels; and (b) the median intraclass

correlation for divisions was within the range of power es timates repor ted —

I-
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in earlier studies. Of additional concern were relationships between

division c l i m a t e  scores and other measures , an indirect but functionally

important indicator of tile usefulness of aggregated measures (Payne &

Mansf ield , 1973) .

Development of a typology of d i v i s i o n  climate. The initial step in

typology development assessed tu e extent to which differences in division

cl imate scores were related to differences in 12 functional division types

( i . e .,  formal  d iv i s ion  types on ship s ) .  Results of a multip le disciminan t

anal ysis (MDA) , using div ision type as the class if ication fac tor and the

six division climate scores as the dependent variables ( n = 223 ) ,  indi-

cated tha t  84% of the variance in ti -me d i sc r iminan t  space could be explained

by ti-me division types (based on si g n i f i c a n t  d i sc r iminant  funct ions  and tile

m u l t i v a r i a t e  analog of ~
2 
[Tatsuoka , 1970]). Further , an average of 72%

of the  var iance in the dependent variables was accounted for b y the  discrimi—
3

nan t space . These results suggested that profiles of mean division

climate scor es could provide a meaningful typology of division climate.

Several prof iles were quite s imilar , however. Thus , with the assistance

o f a hierarch ical clus ter ing analysis (Ward & Hook, 1963) on the profiles

for each of the 12 functional division types , a more parsimonious set of

seven division climate clusters was developed (a hierarchical clustering

on tu e profile scores for the 223 divisions provided similar results). An

F 1DA with the seven clusters as partitioning variables and the division

cliipate scores ( n = 233) as dependent variables demonstrated that 78% of

tu e var iance represented in the discriminant space could be explained by

the clusters (an average of 74% of the climate score variance was repre-

sented in the discriminant space).
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The typo l ogy  i s  summar ized  i n  t ab l e 1. E n t r i e s  in t u e  t ab le  i n d i c a t e

the difference between the mean division climate score per cluster and the

mean of all clusters. The names given to the clusters focused on these

differences. For examp le , Cluster 1 was designated ‘ Coopera tive and

Fr iendly” because of the comparative ly hi gher mean on Workgroup Coopera-

t ion , Fr iendliness , and Warmth. Cluster 2 was labelled “Conflic ting and

Amb iguous” because of the comparatively hi gher mean on Conflict and Am—

b iguity and lower mean on Job Standards. The means for Cluster 3 suggested

an uninvolving atmosphere , and one wh ich ilad relatively high , rigidly

adhered to job  s tandards .  Ti -m is c lu s t e r  was in te rp re ted  as an “Alienat ing

and Constrictive ” d ivision climate. Cluster 4, w ith a lower mean on the

workgroup  climate component , conno ted a “Cool and Unfriendly” climate .

Comparative ly lower means on Job Challenge , Impor tance , and Variety,

Leader ship Facilitation and Support , and Work group Coopera tion, Friendli—

ness, and Warmth suggested that Cluster 5 described a “Monotonous , Cold ,

and Unsupportive” climate.

- 
Inser t  Table 7 About Here

Cluster 6 reflected jobs that were challenging , impor tant, multi—

facted , and flexible , in conjunction with a cooperative , fr iendly, and

warm work group. This indicated an enriched and warm work environment. A

low mean on organizational esprit , however , sugges ted that this climate

d id not provide opportunities that compared favorably with other organi—

zations , espec ially civilian occupations . This cluster was therefore

labelled “Enriched and Warm Work Environment/Organizationally Uninvolving”.

In Contras t , Cluster 7 sugges ted a cl imate that was “Organizationally In—
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volv ing~’ with bi ght esprit and ident i (ication with th e Navy and t he shi p ,

connoting a climate ti-mat compared favorably with alternatives. As dis-

cussed later , however , both clusters 6 and 7 appea red to be influenced by

the  n a t u r e  of their personnel and may thus be somewhat idiosyncratic.

The above seven clus ters were em ployed as measures of d iv is ion

cl imate throughout the remainder of the analyses .

Corr ela tes o f psychologicaL and division climate. Because of space

l i m i t a t i o n s, emphasis  was placed on pa t t e rn s  of cor re la t ion  wi th  psycho—

log ical and division climate (Navy s.tmple) . Interrelationships among non—

climate doma ins, both within and across domains , were presented in sunwiary

only (complete analyses are available from the authors).

With respect to intradomain relationships , correlations among division

contex t variables were generally low or nonsignificant . Emphas is on

Morale  covaried w i t h  the ra t ing  of personnel ( r [221] = .21, p< .Ol) , and

technology was inversely related to Emphasis on Follow ing Standardized

Procedures ( r [221] = — .21, 2.< .Ol) . Correlations among the division ana-

tomical structure variables were generally significant but of moderate

magnitude ; correlations between anatomical and operational structure meas-

ures were generally low and not si~ nLf icant . Tue highest of these latter

correlations was between size and centralization of work ( r [221] = .22 ,

Correla tions among the individual resource variables were less

ti-man ± .30 ( n = 3 ,726) , with a slight tendency for older sailors to

have lower GCT scores , to have lived in smaller homes , and to have repor ted

better preenlistment disciplinary records and higher self—esteem. Cor—

relations among the position variables were somewhat higher; tenure ,

h ierarchical level , number of men superv ised , and training had intercor—

i*  -. —



r

Psychological Climate

37

relations greater than ± .40

Correlations between individual resources and pos ition variables

tended to be low , except for relationshi ps of age w ith tenure , men super-

v ised , hierarchic al level, and so for th, (reflecting patterns of promotion

ar-md turnover inherent in the military). The correlations between the

context and structure scores also tended to be low. For example, General

Centralization correlated negatively with Emphasis on Morale ( r [221]

F = — . 2 9 , 2< .O l) ,  and Formalization of Roles correla tes negatively with

technology ( r [221] = -- .25 , p < .01). Finally, correlations of divi-

sional context and structure with individual resources and pos ition

var iables ( n = 3 ,726 individuals) tended to be low and often nonsignifi-

cant, although certain patterns did emerge . For example , divisions with

higher technology scores tended to have more intelligent men in more

hig hl y t r a ined  job  specia l i t ies .  F u r t h e r , divisions wi th  many technical

and few unskilled jobs tended to have lower spans of control.

Correlat ions with psychological climate (See Table 8) were based on a

samp le of 3 ,726 sailors for whom all data were available. Each man in a

par ticular divis ion received the same division contex t and structure

scores. No differences were found between the total sample ( n = 4, 315 )

and the reduced sample for any of the climate, individual reso urce , or

position variables. One structure variable (Centralization of Work) and

several context variables were not included fit the table because of space

limitations and because they had no significant ( p < .01 ) correlations

with psychological climate.

Insert Table S About Here
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Relationships between the psycholog ical climate and division context

and st ruc ture were low and gene rally nons ignifi cant. Relationships of

psy cholog ical cl imate with the individual resource and position variables

also tended to be low except for Job Challenge , Importance , and Var iety.

Th is component was posit ively rela ted to age , time in the i~avy , hierarchical

l eve l , number of men supervised , number  of other tra in ing schools , and

self esteem , but negatively related to assignment to unskilled jobs. Such

correlations appeared to reflect an increased responsibility and challenge

coming with promotion .

Analyses of division climate provided a somewhat different picture .

Relationships between division climate and other variable domains were

examined by means of an UDA. The seven division climate clusters provided

the par titioning var iables , and division context , structure , and selected

p osition variables and individual resources (aggregated to the division

level) served as dependent variables (see Table 9). Individual resource

and position variables were selected for aggregation only if the aggre-

gated (mean) scores appeared meaning ful at the division level of analysis.

Moreov er, when var iables represented subs tantial concep tual and s tatis tical

overlap in the samp le (e.g., age and t e n u r e ) ,  onl y one was included.  It

is importan t to note that such aggregated variables assumed the role of

situational attributes , and reflec ted relationsh ips be tween personnel

compositions and division climate.

The MDA on the seven climate clusters produced four significant dis—

criminant functions ( 
~ 

< .05 , Bartlett ’s V statistic) . The first dis—

cr iminant function accounted for 56.09% of the between clucter variance ,

the second 21.61%, the third 11.47% , and the fourth 5.07%. The multi—

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ..~~~~~~ .-— - — 
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variate analog of w for the four functions was .91 (i.e., 91% of the

var iab ili ty in the discriminant space was attributable to between cluster

d ifferences). Separate MDAs for each of the non—climate domains provided
2

o s o( .38 for division context , .67 for division structure , .62 for

aggrega ted position variables , and .55 for aggregated individual resources.

Standard ized d iscr iminan t weigh ts and univariate F ratios are pre-

sented in Table 9. Tue cluster centroids in discriminate space are pre-

sented in Table 10. The first function discriminated most clearly between

clusters 1 and 6 and clusters 4 and 5. Enriched and Warm Work Environ-

ment/Organizationally Uninvolving cl imates and, to a lesser extent , Coopera-

t ive and Friendly climates had a more intelligent and highly trained

personnel composi t ion than the Mono t onous , Cold , and Unsuppor t ive and to

some extent , Cool and Unfr iendly climates. These results reflected the

d ivision types comprising the climate clusters ; clusters with large ,

negative means in the discrimiriant space included Electronics and Naviga-

tion divisions which require advanced and technical training, while

clusters with large , posi tive means included Deck , Boilers , and Machinery

divisions which did not require the same level of advanced training and

p ersonnel intelligence . Finally, although the cool and monotonous climates

were more specialized (i.e., more jobs per division) than the enriching

and warm cl imates , they were less specialized than the Cooperative and

Fr iendly climates.

Insert Tables 9 and 10 About Here

The second discriminant function identified the Organizationally

Involving climate cluster most clearly. A defining variable for this

________  . . - - ,  -j
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function was tenure , reflecting tire somewhat idiosyncratic nature of the

cl uster. Ti-me division type comprising this cluster (Supp ly) consisted of

a number of fore ign—born individuals who had enlisted in the Navy for a

career assignment as stewards because it was preferable to organizations

and careers available in their own country . However , the Supp ly division

was ti-me most structurall y specializc- d of the divisions studied ( N = 6 . 7 9

jobs per division). Furthermore , the  re la t ive ly f l a t  p r o f i l e  of negative

means for climate clusters 3, 4, and 6 on the second function accurately

reflected a shorter average tenure and fewer jobs per division wi-men com-

pared to the Organ izationally Involving cluster.

The third discriminant func tion , accounting for only 11.48% of the

b etween cluster variance , differen tiated most distinctly be tween clusters

4 and 5. For examp le , 1-lonotonous , Cold, and Unsupportive climates (Deck)

had comparatively flatter division configurations , larger spans of control ,

less formalization of roles , and be tter work equipment than the Cool and

Unfriendly climates. Moreover , Deck divisions bad the lowest mean tenure

and advanced training of all divisions studied .

The fourth and final significant discriminant function , acco unting

for only 5% of the be tween clus ter var iance , indica ted that a Conflic ting

and Ambiguous division climate (e.g. , Miss ile and Nuclear divisions) , and

to a lesser extent an Enriched and Warm Work Environment ! Organizationally

Uninvolving clima te , had compara tively higher degrees of interdependence

wi th o ther divisions , more nonroutine and complex technologies , higher

ratings of perso nnel , and more forma L education . Lower overall standardi-

za tion of procedures and a higher emphasis on morale were also indicated;

however , these latter variables had nonsignificant univariate F ratios and

~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~ —-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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thus  were i n t e r p r e t e d  w i t h  caut  ion.

In summary,  with few exceptions variables reflecting division context

and structure as well as individual resources and position tended to have

relatively low correla tions w it h the psychological climate dimensions. On

the other hand , many of these variables differentiated among the division

climate clusters. This contrast in results reflected both theoretical

and statistical factors , which are discussed later in this report.

Validity analyses for division criteria. Division performance ratings

evidenced a moderate positive leniency ( M = 6.34 to 7.41; SD = 1.10 to

1.60). Also indicated were few requests for transfer and infrequent

problems with drugs and alcohol. Except for the safety rating, criter ion

intercorrelations were significant , positive, and of moderate magnitude

(See Table 11). While not indicating large amounts of “halo”, the cor-

relations did suggest the possibility of a more parsimonous composite cri-

terion . Thus , a unit—weighted criterion composite (not including safety)

was constructed for subsequent validity analyses.

c Insert Table 11 About Here

For cross—validation purposes , the 160 divisions with criterion data

were randomly separa ted ~y ~~~ 
into two subsamples (after stratification

by ship type and number of divisions with data); all divisions from a ship

were p laced in the same subsample. This provided “true” cross—validation

samp les ( ns = 84 and 76 ) where the two subsamp les were independent

(i.e., from different ships).

Predic tive, initial validities for each subsample are reported in

Table 12. Predictors included all the division context , structure , and 

-- - - -—-~~~~~ -~~~~~~~ - -.— --~~~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~ 
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aggregated position and individua l resources variables employed in tire tWA
4

for division climate . The predictiv e validities for the division climate

cl usters was based on an unit weighted regression procedure (Wainer , 1976;

Wainer & Thissen , 1976) , which consisted of computing the correlation

between the criterion and a composite of unit weighted predic tors (Gui lford

& Fruchter , 1973; James & Ellison , 1973).

Insert Tables 12. 13, and L4 About Here

Cross—validit ies are reported in Table 13, while Table 14 presen ts

mean criterion scores for each climate cluster. For the non—climate

doma ins , cross validities were based on unit weighted composites of

selected (standardized) predictors . Predictors for each subsamp le were

t hose variables which had significant validities in the other subsample

(e.g., the cross—validity for context in Samp le B was based on unit weighted

composite of Emphasis on Morale , condition of equipment , rating of personnel,

and f unds and supplies for work). For climate clusters , the validit ies in

Table 12 were also cross—validities. That is, unit weights were employed

and all clusters were entered into e,tch analysis. Finally, an “overall ’

cross—validity was based on those variables which entered the predictor

set from each of the domains.

The cross—validities (also pred ictive validities) were , with ot.a

exception , si gnificant and of a moderate magnitude. For the non—climate

dom ain s , contribution to the cross—validities were ascertained on the

basis of variables with significant predictive validities for both sub—

sam ples. For examp le , the cross—validities for context were provided

primarily by the rating of personnel and funds and supplies for work
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var iab les , and all of the aggregated individual resource and position

variables excep t tenure contributed to prediction . The relationship

between the climate clusters and the criterion was assessed by view ing the

mean criterion scores for each climate cluster (See Table 14). The Enriched

and Warm Work Environment/Organizationall y Uninvolving and Cooperative and

Friendly climates received the highest criterion scores , while the Monotonous,

Cold and Unsupportive climate received the lowest. Finally, the magni—

tudes of the overall cross validities indicated that the composite cri-

terion could he predicted qui te rea sonably from situational data.

Discuss ion

A primary a im of this study was the exp lora tion of concep tual bounds

and correlates of organizational and psychological climate. Much of this

exploration, however , was based on U.S. Navy ships and personnel , a samp le

possessing several idiosyncrac ies w ith implications for interpre ting

resul ts. For examp le , personnel se lec tion , training, and assignment to

ships and occupational specialties are performed at locations other than

the ship . Many dec isions regarding promo tion , pay ,  benefits, and other

rewards , espec ially for higher paygrades, also tended to be outside the

immediate jurisdiction of the ship. Enlistment contracts are for desig-

nated terms , with high turnover after the first enlistment. Further ,

al though the data demonstrated variance in many aspects of context and

structure , the ships were relatively formal and mechanistic compared to

many o ther organizations , and many decisions regard ing context and struc-

ture were made by levels of command above the ships. Such factors might

dampen relationships among structure , context, individual reso urce s,

position variables , and organizational and psycholog ical climate , thus



~~
—
~~- ----~~

--
~ ~~~~~~~

Psychologi cal Climate

44

reducing generalizability.

Generalizab ility for some resu lts was enhanced , however , by use of

multiple , divergent samples (i.e., military/civilian , managerial/non—

managerial , large/small subsystems). For example , assumptions that psycho-

log ical (and division) climate represented multidimensional descrip tions

of tire situation , and that a common core of dimensions applied across

organizations , appeared to be supported by the similarity of components

anxrng samp les. Such similarity also argued for component stability and

generalizabil ity.

The components themselves appeared psychologically meaningful ,

lack ing in s tatis t ical complexity and reflective of distinctions among

various organizational levels of explanation. One component reflected task

and role characteristics; a second reflected workgroup aspects; a third

described leadership characteristics; and two components generally reflected

subsystem and organizational level attributes. Such results , suggesting

that  work environment perceptions are not entirely global or diffuse but

reflect organizational and conceptual distinctions , are bolstered by

ind ings (Mowday , Por ter , & Dubin , 1974) that workgroup perceptions (and

attitudes) differed from those about the total organization . Conversely,

components reflecting the total organization also had loadings by leader ,

and task or role characteristics. These findings were consistent with

earl ier suggestions that total organizational characteristics are linked

to individual exper ience in terms of influences on task , role , and so

forth , and as discussed later , have implications for organizational climate .

The components generally reflec ted climate dimensions reported in the

l iterature . Workgroup Coopera tion, Friendliness , and Warmth was similar
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to dimensions labelled Team Spiri.t (Meyer, 1968) , Distant vs. Close Working

Relationshi ps (Thornton , 1969) , Intimacy (Friedlander & Margulis, 1969),

Social Relations (I’ritchard & Karasick , 1973), and Fr iendly—Unfriendly

( Lawier , et al., 1974). Conflict: and Ambiguity was reflected as conflict

by Litw in and Stringer (1968) , Schne ider and Bartlett (1968), and Pr itchard

and Karas ick (1973) , while ambiguity was reflected (althoug h negatively)

by structure (Campbell et al., 1970; Litwin & Stringer , 1968; Pritchard &

Karasick , 1973; Schneider & Bartlett , 1968), Organizational Clarity

(Meyer , 1968) , Normative Control (Payne & Pheysey , 1971) , Effec tive Organi-

zational Structure (Waters et al., 1974) , and Eff iciency and Clarity of

Purpose (Thornton , 1969). Similar comparability was evident for Job

Challenge , Impor tance , and Variety and Professional and Organizational

Espr it.

Leadership Facilitation and Suppor t, however , was not as direc tly

generalizable , although most studies incorporated leadership dimensions.

For example , Schneider and Bartlett (1968) mentioned Managerial Support ,

and Campbell et al. (1970) discussed Consideration , Warm th, and Suppor t.

Waters et al. (1974) mentioned Close , Impersonal Supervision and Emp loyee

Centered Orientation , whereas Friedlander and Margulis (1969) mentioned

f our separa te leadership factors——Al oofness, Produc tion Emphasis , Thrus t ,

and Consideration . Closer inspection , however , revealed that most of the

factors from these other studies were represented as a priori composites

in the present study, indicating tha t the Leadership Facilitation and

Suppor t component might reflect a more abstract variable representing the

rela tionships of a number of aspec ts of leadership.

It was suggested earlier that psychological climate represents an

‘I
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individual processing of situational data and thus reflects both the

situation and tire individual. [he present study ,  however , generally

fa i led to identi fy spec ific con tex t and s t ruc ture correlates of psycho-

log ical clima te , although significant differences in psycholog ical climate

were found across divisions. A partial rationale for this lack of rela-

tionship might lie in the “level of exp lanation” argument (ef. Campbell et

al., 1970; Indik , 1968; Payne & Pugh , 1976) which postulated that influences

of context and/or structure upon climate perceptions were mediated by

organizational , subsystem , or group “processes ” such as leadership,

communica tion, workgroup interaction , and reward mechanisms . Thus, psycho-

logical climate would be expected to reflect process variables to a greater

extent than context or structure . Such processes were reflected in the a

pr iori composites in the psychological climate questionnaire designed to

meas ure t he  relatively direct and immediate aspects of the situation .

Psychological climate , however , was seen as involving a psychological

processing, abstracting, and structuring of perceptions of these aspects ,

and was thus further removed from direct ties to context and structure.

Such reasoning would lead to the expectation that correlations between

psychological climate and context and structure would generally not be

large , particularly if process variables moderated the influences of

context and structure.

The same reasoning , however, would suggest that position variables

and individual resources would be more highly related to psychological

climate. As discussed earlier , different positions would be expected to

have differen t organizational experiences , and thus different psycho—

logical climate. Moreover , it was suggested tha t individual resources
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influence entry into various positions (Herman et al. , 1975 ; Newman ,

1975). The data provided some support for these expectations , especially

In regard to Job Challenge , importance, and Var iety which was positively

related to correlates of hierarchical level (e.g., age , training, tenure ,

men superv ised , and self—esteem) and reflected perhaps the responsi-

bil ity and challenge inherent in more supervisory positions . Also re-

flected was the trend for men in more technical jobs to be promoted more

rap idly.

The remaining correlations between psycholog ical climate and position

var iables and individual resources were considerably lower and of ten

nonsignifican t , although certain discernable patterns did emerge. For

examp le , more technically trained and intelligent sailors tended to

perce ive mor e coopera tion, friendliness, and warmth in their workgroup ,

while at the same time perceiving the Navy as not providing careers that

compared favorably with civilian organizations (i.e., low esprit).

The suggestion that position variables could account for more psycho-

logical climate variance than- individual resources (Herman et al., 1975 ;

Newman , 1975) was generally not supported. Position variables and in-

dividual resources y ielded correla tions w ith psychological climate that

were of similar pattern and magnitude. It is likely however that these

f indings reflec ted cer tain samp le characteristics , as well as the fact

tha t position variables reflect both situational and individual variables.

For example, promotion to a higher level requires a certain minimal time in

pres ent paygrade , and thus a certain minimum age. In a similar vein ,

selection for various types of training depended upon the attainment of

certain test scores. Furthermore, the sample included only enlis ted 

.
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personnel , thus limiting the variance of at least some variables , es-

pe cial l y those related to position .

The level of exp lanation argument presented above also provides a

possible exp lanation for the generally significant relationships fo und

between division climate and division context and structure . That is,

division climate reflected a situational attribute and thus  would be

expected to be more highly rela ted no t only to the mediating proces s

variables on w h i c h  it was primarily based , but also to division context

and structure . On the other hand , the aggregation of psychological

climate scores to represent division climate partialled out individual

differences in perception , thus justification for aggregation was of major

importance.

The decis ion to conduc t organizational climate analyses only at the

d ivision level was based on several factors , including the inappropria teness

of h igher levels of exp lanation for interpre ting aggrega ted psychological

c l i m a t e  scores , the  reduct ions  in levels of perceptual  agreement for

depar tments and ships , and the lack of representativeness for many of the

depar tment context and structure variables. With respect to perceptual

agreement , estimates of variance in perceptions attributable to organiza-

t ional units (e.g., intraclass correlations) appeared to be more meaning-

ful than Spearman—Brown estimates which were based on adjustments for the

average number of raters per organizational unit. For example , the Spear—

man—Brown estimates for departments and ships were subs tantial in spite of

f indings of heterogeneous division context, structure , personnel com-

positions , and climates. Thus , wh ile the Spearman—Brown formula indicates

the reliability of a mean score , it can be quite misleading when used as

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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an estimate of perceptual or situational homogeneity.

An Importan t index of the utility of the division climate scores was

the pattern of relationships of the seven division climate clusters with

l~oi ir the potential correlates arid the composite criterion. In comparison

w i t h  . r l l  o ther  c l i m a t e  clusters , Monotonous , Cold , and Unsupportive

cl imates were associated with large spans of control and large division

sizes (which for reasons of multicol iinearity did not receive a large

discriminant weight), low interdependence with other divisions , relatively

routine and noncomplex technologies, and lower average intelligence ,

education , training, and tenure. Furthermore , division types in this

cluster (Deck maintenance) had the lowest overall ratings on the criteria.

S imilarly, Cool and Unfriendly climates (e.g., Boiler divisions) were

related to comparatively large spans of control , tall configurations , low

interdependence , and low average tenure, education, and training . Cr1—

ten on ratings also tended to be below average .

in contrast , Enriched and Warm Work Environment/Organizationally

Uninvolving climates (Electronics divisions) tended to have com-

paratively nonroutine , comp lex technologies , flat configurations , low

specialization , small division sizes , and high average intelligence ,

education , and training (but not tenure). Cooperative and Friendly climates

(e.g., Navigation divisions) had the lowest average span of control of all

climates studied and were further characterized by high averages on in-

telligence and training as well as above average criterion ratings .

Such results at least partially supported previous research/theory

that comparatively large subunit sizes and tall configurations were

related to uncooperative and unfriendly workgroup interrelationships 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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(Payne ~. M.insl he It 1 , 1973; Pot ter ~ I r w i e r , ] 965), tiosu ppo rt ivt-’ leadersirl p ,

conununicatlon di tt iculties (Payne & Mansfield , 1973; i’ayne & Pheysey,

1971), reduced group involvement , and less harmonious interpersonal rela-

t ionships (Ph eysey et al., 1971). ALso supported were suggestions that

t he  abo~e forms of anatomical struc ture, when combined with routine

technology and spec ialization (which correlated with size and tall con-

f iguration), were associated with low task complexity, variety, challenge ,

and importance (Hackma n & Lawler , 1971; Hackman & Oldham , 1975; Woodward ,

1965), mono tony (Blood & Hulin , 1967; lIulin & Blood , 1968); and reduced

autonomy (Forehand & Gilmer, 1964). Finally, clima tes related to higher

levels of anatomical structure (i.e., large size , tall configuration , and

high specialization) , and, to a lesser ex tent , routine technology , tended

to be associated with low subsystem criterion scores , whereas the opposite

was true for clima tes reflec ting low levels of anatomical structure and

nonroutine technology .

Of further interest were findings that small spans of control , of ten

linked to mechanistic structures , we re assoc iated with warm and enr iched

c limates , whereas large spans of control , often linked to organic struc-

tures , were associated with coo l and monotonous climates. Such findings

reflect the nature of the divisions comprising the above climates. For

examp le , divisions with warm and enriched climates tended to be more

technically advanced , smaller , and compr ised of individuals at advanced

ranks. These results would appear to support suggestions that appropriate

spans of control depend upon such things as technology , job , and personnel

charac ter ist ics and that no one span of con trol is ideal for all situat ions

(ef. House & Miner , 1969).
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With respect to the remaining climate clusters , Conflicting and

Ambiguous Climates (e.g., Missiles , Nuclear) wer e cha racterized by com-

para tively high interdependencies with other organizational units and by

nonroutine , complex technologies . A partial exp lanation of these results

is provided by Corwin (1969) who noted that increased interdependencies

and interactions among organizational units also increased the probability

for organiza tional conflic t, and by h ouse (1971) who h ypothesized tha t

nonroutine jobs tended to be inhrerenLly ambiguous . On the other hand ,

Conflicting and Ambiguous climates were not associated with such measures

as low role formalizat ion, decentralized dec is ion making , and low stan-

dardiza tion, as suggested by Hickson (1966), House (1971), House and Rizzo

(1972a) , and Pheysey et al. (1971). In fact, a high level of standardiza-

t ion was indicated , al though s tandardization as well as the centralization

measures failed to differentiate among all climate clusters and thus were

not interpreted in this study.

Alienating and Constrictive climates (e.g., Communication and In-

telligence divisions) were most closely related to a personnel composition

with high average scores on intelligence and training, although small

d ivision size and low specialization were also indicated. In contrast ,

the Organizationally Involving climates (Supply divisions) were comprised

of personnel who had high average tenure but below average training and

intelligence . Large division sizes, high specialization, high role

formalization , routine technologies , and below average criterion scores

were also indicated. These results, when combined with those for the

Enriched and Warm Work Environment/Organizationally Uninvolving climate

cluster , provided the interesting indication that involving climates were

-- : ~ ~:T:~~~ ~~~I
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positively related to routine technolog ies and high levels of ana tomical

structure , whereas uninvolving climates were related to nonroutine tech-

nologies and low levels of anatomical structure . These findings , however ,

can only be interpreted in light of personnel compositions. That is.

uninvolving clima tes fa iled to provide rela tively intelligent and trained

individuals with careers that compared favorably to civ ilian occupa tions ,

while the opposite appeared to be the case for involving climates (which ,

as rioted earlier , included a number of foreign—born individ uals for whom

tire Navy provided a comparatively advantageous career).

The above discussion further points out the need to consider rela-

tionships between personnel compositions and climate , as well as rec iprocal

relationships of personnel compositions with context and structure (Payne &

Pugh , 1976). Personnel composition was strongly associa ted with the

climate clusters, and as indicated above was essential to the meaningful

interpretation of results.

In conclusion , the present stud y had a number of implications for future

efforts involving psychological and organizational climate. Among these was

the finding of a core set of underlying dimensions able to characterize

individual percep tions (psychological climate) across diverse situations .

Such results imp ly that a parsimonious se t of dimensions may describe dif-

ferent situations , although the data also indicated the need for additional ,

more specific dimensions to describe certain idiosyncracies of each situation .

Also impor tant was the finding that aggregation of psychological climate

scores and the use of profiles of aggregated scores to represent situational

influences was appropriate only for relatively homogeneous subsys tems , and

that these tend to be at lower levels of the organization . In a related
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vein , it appeared that the type of d ivision was a more impor tant fac et of

its climate than was the superordina te organization . In other words , cli-

mates in similar divisions from different ships were more alike titan were

climates in disparate divisions from the same ship. Similar results were

found for context and operational structure . Such findings have numerous

imp lications for f uture organizational research and development programs ,

sugges ting that focus should be placed on relatively homogeneous units

rather than larger subsystems and total organizations .

One of the mos t impor tant f indings of this study was that division

climate appeared to provide a meaningful linkage between situational

attributes such as context and struc ture and subsystem criteria. That is,

d ivision climate reflected differences in situational measures, and

appeared to portray how such measures were operationalized into situa-

t ional influences on subsystem performance . In regard to psychological

clima te , on the other hand , division context and structure appeared to be

several steps removed from individual perceptions and mediated by inter-

vening variables such as processes and division climate . Moreover,

psychological climate appeared to reflect comp lex relationships among

positional and individual characteristics as well as situational measures.

The present study addressed a number of these relationships , but future

research in needed to more adequately identif y salient individual and

position variables and their roles in the formation of psychological

climate. Such studies will likely benefit from the inclusion of objec—

tively measured process variables to explore relationships with both

psychological and organizational climate (organizational is used in the j I
generic sense described in Footnote 1). 

~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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The present s tudy must be viewed as a preliminary, exploratory step,

awaiting additional investigations with other types of organizations to

establish generalizability and the further incorporation of longitudinal

des igns to provide a basis for causa L interpretation . This study, however ,

sugge sted several apparently fruitfuL areas for future research and

prov ided fur ther indica t ions regarding concep tual proper ties of organiza-

t ional and psychological climate.
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t.The term “organizational” in organizational climate has often been used in

a generic sense to refer to multiple organizational levels (e.g., overall

organizations , subsystems, and workgroups), and thus generally connotes

situational measurement at all organizational levels.

2Sampling distributions are not available for coefficients of congruence ,

thus significance tests would not be conducted. Mulaik (1972), however ,

pointed out that i t  is a common practice to accept two factors as equivalent

if the index of factor similarity is .90 or greater. On the other hand ,

this practice , or subjective criterion , is generally employed only after a

least squares approximation (i.e., Procrustes rotation) of one factor

pattern from the other. Otherwise , the coefficients of congruence may
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Footnote: ;  (coot lnu ed)

underestimate the actual degree of [-ictor similarity. Due to recent

questions regarding Procrustes rotations (Horn & Knapp, 1974; Katzenmeyer

& Stenner , 1975) , such a procedure was not emp loyed in the present study.

Rather , the component structures provided by the varimax rotations were

compared. Although a point—estimate for equivalence could not be pro—

v ided, .90 appeared somewhat conservative .

3The multivariate analog of w2 provides an estimate of the proportion of

variance in the discritninant space attributable to group differences. It

is usually no t, however , an index of redundancy or the proportion of

variance in the dependent variables attributable to group differences .

Procedures for assessing redundancy are unclear at the present time (cf.

Nicewander & Wood , 1974 , 1975). Thus, the propor tion, .72 , reflects the

average amount of variance of the dependent variables accounted for by the

discriminant space , based on the sum of the squared correlations between the

dependent variables and the significant discriminant functions divided by

the number of variables (cf. Nicewander & Wood , 1975).

4The context scores, the operational structure scores, and the two global

ratings, requests f or transfer and use of drugs and alcohol, were all pro-

vided by the division head, and thus experimental deper~dence may have eon—

tributed to the predictive validities. However, the magnitude of the pre-

d ictive validities for the context—global rating criteria (same rater) were

approximately equal to the median predictive validities for the context—

performance rating criteria (different raters). A similar result was also

found for operational structure. Thus, spurious relationships based on

experimental dependence were not indicated.
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Correlations Between Department ond Division Context and Struc ture

Department/Division

Variables , Correlations

Contcxt

1. Emp hasis on Morale .15*

2. Empha sis on Fo llowing Standardi ced Procedures .06

3. Technology .13

4. Fu nds for fiabit ab liity .03

-
‘ 

3. Condition of Equipment ~~~~ 
‘

6. Rating of Personnel .23*4

7. Funds and Supplies fat Work .234*

Structure

8. Size of Departm ent (Division) ~~~~

9. Specialization — iobe/Dcpar tment (Division) .11

10. Configuration — Span of Control .64*4

11. Configuration — Number of Levels .64** - 
-

12. General Centralization ~~~~

13. General Standardizatt nn — .01

14. interdependence - .14*

15. Formali ;ation of Roles .16*

16. Centralization of Work .07

Note. n • 205 divisions with both department and division data.

‘ .05

< .01

- - ~~~~~~~~
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TAbl e 8

Co rrelation. betl.5ec n PSych o 1c4~~jc?Il CXIII SII ?Il?J j fldjISJ lJI4a1 5C.SOurC4.l4 , FoalL ion Varist.1es 1

mod Selected DIVISIOn Contest, and S t I U C ( I I I C  MCaeS4rI, s

P.yrIIolc ’gical Clima te

Conflict 6 .jr’l. C hill.1 I.o&sd. Fsc . Wk gp Coop. Prof . & Org . Job

V ac iab lea AJdli CI9ity 15531 . • 49 VOl . 6 Support Friend. & %m . Eap rit Sisudard s

Diai~ ion Cont est

1. Sron dar d i zst in~ of Coals — .06 — .02 .01 .04 .07 .07

2. T.thnology .03 .07 — .03 .10* — .07 — .09’

Div ision Stcuctoti’ - -

3. Size of Div ision .03 — .07 •- .02 .,~~~~* .02 .00

4. Spe cinliza( ion — Job/Div. .02 .03 .00 - .02 .06 — .05

5. Con f i~;ss ratio n — Span — .02 .14° .01 .l3~ .02 .06

6. Con ti ioration — l~~ve1~ .02 .02 — .01 _~~j 3*  .02 .07

7.  Gen er a l C e n t r a l iza t ion  .06 .03 — . 05 — .05 .06 .02

8. Cene ril  S t and a rd i z a t i on  .03 .01 ~02 — .04 — .02 — .02

9. lnte rd ep end eoce — .01 .08 — .04 .07 — .03 — .06

10. F o r n s l l r a t i o n  of 603.5. — .02 .02 .02 .07 .01 .08

£tsc lt io n Va tisbici -

11. liar in ~a~i — .06 .44* .06 .08 .17k — .03

12. Illcya rch ical Level — .06 .50’ .06 .15’ .01 .08

13. Men S*pmt-vi ~ ed — .03 .30° .07 — .02 .08 .00

14. No. Advance d 3rg . 5th . — .02 .21° .02 .15° — .04 — .04

15. (In. Othet Irt . 5th. 49 Cour . — .02 .33k .04 .13° .00 — .04

16. lJnski?ied Jobs .05 — .31° — .03 — l 4~ .12° .01

17. Mcrha nic~ 1 Jobs .05 .15’ — .02 _ .09* — .02 — .03

18. to,.’ Level Technic al Jobs — .05 .08 .06 .00 .01 .06

19. 541h Level Technical Jobs .06 .07 .00 .23° — .13* — .03

Ind ivid ua l Reti our ces

20. Age — .09 .42k .07 .08 .18k — .04

21. td~cat io n — .01 .00 .02 .30° — .11’ — .06

22. l0tellect ~ a1 ~sp t.1tode — .05 .00 — .01 .12° - — .19’ — .0)

23. Lgo Needs .00 .14* .05 .02 .17k .17~

24. Eatsea — .06 .25’ .04 .19° — .01 .08

25. Ho use Size .03 — .09’S — .04 .03 .U’ .00

26. D lsci p lir e .10’ — .11’ — .03 — .12’ .00 .01

Not .. • 3.726

a .01 

~~~~~~ . . . .~~~~~~ . ..~ 
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Ill -Is 9

St rn’iard(1.d iISIlrimlII3 fl t Fan~ t1oo Ooi ç,I to sod O n i s o r i o t o  F r o t i o s  io~

FoteotlIIl Coroala tea of Oiv2aio ,. Cil ,sate Iyp o lo~y

Standa rd lood Dlnc rlolnas t Weig l. ts -

V orilbiza Func tion 1 F~nvtion 2 FIrnOt005 3 Psoction 4 F ratio

Divis ion Contoxt

1. Lep h i v I a  on Mo rale .05 .12 — .09 — .33 1.18

2. Lephssin on Stardo rd Fro ced si ron — .03 .01 .15 .14 1.63

3. rachnology — .09 — .11 .07 — .36 8.32’

4. F,,zds f or IIub it*b ilit y — .10 .09 — .11 — .00 .37

5. Co’oditjoo of rqoipsc nt — .03 .11 — .44 .15 6.30°

6. Ou ting of Porsonnel .02 — .05 .00 — .32 4.40’

7. Funds sod lorp lios for Work — .06 .13 — .11 .16 4.16*

Di vision Structure

8. b e  ci D ivisIon .00 .02 — .10 — .07 5.27’

9. Speot.U isation — Job~ /01ointOn — .31 .67 — .02 .17 15.26°

10. CeofIgocatiI- n — S1,an of Control — .01 — .19 .31 .02 8.42°

11 C svulgu r acio.s — Sn. of Levels .12 — .27 .53 .08 6.79*

12 . Ce,or9I Cectrall,ari on .07 .02 .13 — .02 1.68

1 3. C ,oerol Stas ,burdlzsst ion — .01 .03 .12 — .46 1. 49

14. I . . t e r , Ic ~~onSOosIc e  — .13  .23  .16 — .51 6.15°

15. Fors s~ 1Io.vtios of Doles — .05 — .05 .64 .00 4.20k

16. Ce n trol t ooflo n of Sork .04 — .07  .05 .04 1. 25

loolf ion 000iIIfIleI

17.  I n n is lSooy — . 0? .44 .25  .14 12 .85

18.  1:0. of Adv onc o Tr g .  Schools  — .30  — .04 .26 .19 32.44*

19. So. ot O t h c r  I r S. Sch ools  4 C oor sor  — . 2 1  - — . 05 — .14 — .12 1 8 , 8 2°

m di ,  ld, ,oi  geocur cen

20. ?e, r5 ~ f FoInal EdI ,oI l t lnn — . 14 — . 05 — .1 0 — .37  l4 .05~

2 1. I , I t o I l o c t S I A t  A p t i t I , d z  — .4 2  — . 2 7  — .112 .20 4 2 .3 8 5

s I ~~~. o — 2 2 3  . i to l s ion s  lcd u ov en d i v i s i o n  ci lmare r i s4 t ~~r~~,

a .0 01

-- -- .~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - — --~~~- - -_ - 

- ,



Psychological Climate

81

51’S 513 P1 513 513 0 US
m r’. m 113 115 1-4

— 
I

S 5 — $ I

In(2
0 -

‘5.4 (“1 51- 0 5(3 ‘0 0 (‘a
13 51’S -~ 513 0 N r M’S 515(3 U 3o 13 I .-4 I

‘7.4 I
14 6~.-l (4

(2 ‘5.04 0 13
133 •04 14

(2 U 03 ‘4 ‘C 113 ‘-4 0 Os
41 (2 E 511 511 1-4 I1’I 03 0 SrI 5511

- 
I
. 

I
’ 

l~ I~
41 Dl -

hI (2 ‘.4o c4
541 (2

~ e’4 N’ 50 03 (13 II’S N.
14 14 ‘0 (13 511 1’- Os (13 -4
0. u -4
(/3 14 I I I e.4 o-4

o .
~~ I

4.5 0

—~ t:
.0 v-I ~.4 14
~‘3 .04 

•
Id 0 CI >
14 65 13
v-I IA ‘ri 641

‘5 1361 65 ID
62 44 0
04 (11 0. -

41 (3. 00
14 .-4 65 3 11 00
‘13 U ~1) .,.4 61 0 ~‘5-4 65, ~ 41 13 ~-. 

SI-Io 41 64 -4 0 0 ID •
hI II 41 ‘13 I) ‘04 65 s-I
43 18 1.5 (2 (sO Is ‘13 13 0(2 8 (4 41 .4 11 (2 641 65
41 v.4 (2 :3 ‘.4 ~~ ~U .-4 0 s-I 64 13 4-4 • I-I

U .oI t.7 0 ‘91
(3. Ifl 0 13 ‘77 ~~ 65,
:3 ‘54 U ‘ ‘0 ‘0 61 e-4 s.-I
o 65 1.5 13 (2 ‘0 -4 0 • s-I
64 .4,4 14 (8 58 (2 14 0 fl 19

~~ .
~~ 41 (4 ~~ ~~ g

4.4 65 (2 00 ID (4 14 ‘5.4
U .4 .4 (2 11

49 Id v.4 ‘0 0 ‘0 14
19 (2 13 (2 (2 41 N
64 ‘.4 ‘9 18 0 .13 v.4 IiU s-I 62 41 0 13
0. I4.4 41 4-4 13 ‘.4 (9- 0 (2 .4 0 13 64 60o 0 s-f 0 0 (2 64
U U ‘~~ U Z 651 0

~~ 
_
~

_
i_ — . 

S 
- 

- e  

~~~~~-—~~~~~~~~~~~~~



Psychological Climate

82

- 
CD
~~1 I

I .5
.5

I ‘ 3 ’ -
515

- I/’S 1-0 1‘0

.31 41.5 .5
I I~ 515 (13

N. 5 .‘4 514 511

41 41
41 ‘II

I c D - ’3 -3’S I  ‘0 0 -.3’ .-4 (‘.4

“-4 
5 s—I .17 .. .3’ o._-l

I
5 

0’ CD 113 .0 ~ 113

~~ 
-
~~ ‘17 - -~~ C -~ C ,-

5? CD
SO-

vi 
14 ‘0 0’ ‘0 .0 0 51.I .~~ 4(3 515 113 14

10 1

0 
‘-4 ‘0 51. 0’ -17 1.1 s-4 .3’ --~~ - I ~~ -s17 1(3 14 ~~4 ‘.17 (“1 (03 - 

~ 3 •0 41 .5 -0 .5

3 
5 4 05) 0) .(2

~~~~~~~~~
.13 “4 01 (2(3 -5 II IS

14

0 . 0.
0 1~ 61

v-I 4.4 65 13 0 10
‘4-4 1-) 65. 0 0. 14.5 ~o 1-0 ‘(2 (2 .04 ...4 65 0

03 (2 (2 43 .13 1-4 CD ‘0(2 0? (2 (4 II) 49
4.4 0) (2 ‘.4 I.. 5’. 4.5 1-0 ‘44
v-I (2 “4 ‘ U 0) ‘4 5) 5) 0 4

- 4.4 “1 5) 5) 14-i Q 19 5? 0) Ill 0 0
5) 0’ 0. 10 Di 41 U (/5 ~2 10
‘.4 5)

I ‘5
0 .-I 514 513 ‘.3’ 5/3 ‘0 5’., 5)) 0’

.5

- - -~~~~ - - - . 5- - - . 5  
- 

. 

I



F 
- 

~~ s-s-—’7

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
— -’.-

Psychological Climate

83

l ab le  12 ‘ -

I red ict i ve V alid ities for a Cos~6,o ,ftc Div lzion C ilte ri u n for Two SuI,sLssli IIlca

J’r se d i.c I.ive V alidiUcu

Predic tor ll Sansplo A (n — 76) Saio 1slc B (is — 84)

Div i ssIos~ Con Ic-c t

1. Fmph.sio  co Mora le •73* .02

2. Ess1IIsaHiss on Stund ard Procedure s .07 .01

3. Technology .10 .05

4. Fund . for lIablis b ili ty — .02 — .13

5. Condition c’f E quip sncnt  •3 7 5 •  .16

6. Ra tIn g of Pereo n np l , 3 ( 4 5  .52*5

7. Fund . and luppli e s for Work .23* .365*

Uivi * ion  St r u C t u i c

8. Si an of Diolsion - .23k — .22

9. Sprciol ir nt ion — Jobs/Division — .10 — .23~

10. ConfiglI rIstlon — Spon of Con trol .21 .11

11. Con(tgssrot tols — ho. of LcvcIa — .06 — .11

12. C rucIa l C c n l r a l iz a t i o n  .05 — .06

13. Gensrsl St e i s d a rd i zu t i on  .10 — .09

14. Int er d opondance .12 .07

15. h’ora ,sltzniio n of I,oIcs .12 
- 

.0.3

16. Centr alizat ion of Work — .08 — .03

Div iaj on Climate

17.  Clisiale Cluss l er i  ~~~~
m u l l i o n  Var i n blrs

18 . Time in Nnvy •3 3 4 *  .10

19. No. of Advan ce ‘I’rp,. Schools .~~~*a .s2u

20. No. of Other Trg. School. & Courses •544* .25k

Indi vidual Re.sourcrs

21. Tear , of Formal Educa tion .325*

22 . In tollectool Apt itudc ,37*a

*! ‘.05

c .01



Psycholog ical Climate

84

0 3 6
- - I~~~

- 1 . 5  ‘5 ‘5 ‘5 ‘5
- 41 .5 .5 41 41

- 
~“4 03 N. 03 4(~

I - 41 -3’ (N c13 413 (03 415
(2 - i  .-I~~~o I 0 . -

I - - I
I -~

5) C/i
Dl 

-

II -
‘0 I

13
1 0

‘1.4 61~~44 5.4 -
I ,(2 ?
- 41 ~o ?

.04 4~~ -

0. 41

)

L~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ •
~i:



- - ‘ - 
— ________

Psychological Climate

- 85

- 3 ’ -
- to -
- - U

(2’
L I  

‘.0 14 113 113 ‘0 4/3 0
‘0 01 ‘.0 N. (N s-S 07

(as
c~ U - 14 0’) (‘.5 0 -.3’ sI’s 0)

- I~~ 514 44’s -3’ 413 U”. -0? ‘15 -3’
- 41 0. - ‘4 ‘4 -3’ .3’ ‘4 ‘4 ‘.3’ 5)

14I 19 - 13to4-f - 14
- - ‘s-If .5.4(-4 ‘ I  -

°~ 05) - 06 .15
4-’ 13 -

1 01(2 . 1 ~~ SIs-I I IU I q - -
- (9

4) v-I .—.. .
- 1-4 ‘0CS - 48 51. 41

(2 (4 431 I
‘.4 0) ‘s-Il (2 1 Id 49
~~ II “ ‘4 0) ‘4 v’s -,t .  s--I 0 w
U 0. U 4-4 03 0) s-I ‘4 14 0 (4

14 ‘.413 59 0 s-4 (53 0) 03 (13 s-I (4
0 vS 45 4(5 5/3 ‘4 .3’ (1.5 4/3 ‘/3 .4
‘.4 -.3’ -3’ ‘4 ‘4 ‘4 ‘4 ~~61 (2 0. -
~#4 O~~ 14 (965 58 I .5.4
‘s-I 01 (#1 54-.3’ Cl 59 U

s’.4 ‘0 I 44
14 .4 1 - 

-5) 0 s-4~~~ 65
s-I 14-5 58 0.0

• ‘9 ~ I ‘0(2 6 1 )  5)(9 43(1 0 • ‘s-I
~~ 44 U 65 - ‘00) (2 14
U 0 ’ - 4J (2 ‘0.04 6 5 I  44 ID (2
1/5 (—i 0
o 0. - 410. I . ,  dl 0. (‘0
14 0 1  65 (2 Is. (4
o ~~ Vi v.4 (43 0 (2 ~)
U - l 65, (2 49 (2 ‘s-I (2

SI 514 0 U ID • 65 v-I(2 ‘5 ‘0 (2 .4 65 5,-I (2
o 59 (2 tO 4. ‘0 (2 0
‘.4 II U ‘#4 49 (2 65 5)
65 v-i 14 ‘.4 .0) 4) 65, (4 (4 .0U ~-4 U Is 14 (2 s-4 • 6 4 4 .  41
44 - )  U ‘4 65. ‘.4 0 ‘0 - 14
‘54 (4) U (2 ‘13 44444 - (2 (2 ‘ci (.4 1.4 ‘ I 1  0
U - 0 s-I (2 (2 ‘0 v.4 0 • s-I -.

~.4 U (‘4 (6 (2 14 U
61 18 14.4 ( 2 ’I ‘#4 U 5)0 (1 - 0 4965 65 (2 (4 14) ‘4 . -  5) . s,

- 5.4 .04 .04 (2 (2 44 5?- 
‘~ ‘4 .4 ‘0 0 ‘0 I’3 54,1 •‘4 

- -
- II U 41 (2 C: SI 14~~~~ 0 0.
- I. v-I (9 59 0 .13 ~‘ 4 i  (2

- 0) s-I (2 II (2 ( 2 ’  (2 54
- I  p. 4.4 U ~ -4 0 ‘s—I 10 I Is

- 0 - C l  -#4 0 13 44 oO - w- I 0 0 s-4 0 0 (2 5.. 14 ‘-4
I I  LI U ~~ U ~~ 64 0 .  14

41 4-2
- I .13 0- I 1-4 49
- 

s-I (N C’S -3’ 5515 ‘0 51. (9

______________________________ -
~ ‘~~



r ~~~~~~~~~ 

-

~~~

-

~~~~

- .-
~~ -~~~ - - - -  _

Psychological CL imat e

86

Figure 1. Schematic representation for correlates of organizational

climat e.
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